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Dear Reader: 

I am pleased to aru10unce the availability of the Draft Plan Amendment (PA) to the California Desert 
Conservation Area Plan, 1980, as amended (CDCA Plan), and Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS)/Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Stateline Solar Farm Project. Desert Stateline, 
LLC (Applicant) is proposing to develop an up to 300-megawatt alternating current (MWac) solar energy 
plant on 2,143 acres in San Bernardino County, California. 

The enclosed Draft PA/EIS/EIR analyzes six alternatives, including: (1) amendment of the CDCA Plan 
and grant to the Applicant of a right-of-way (ROW) for the project as proposed; (2) amendment of the 
CDCA Plan and grant to the Applicant of a ROW for a modified version of its project, developing 300 
MWac on a bifurcated 2,385 acre site; (3) amendment ofthe CDCA Plan and grant to the Applicant of a 
ROW for a modified version of its project, developing 300 MWac on a 2,151 acre site; (4) amendment of 
the CDCA Plan and grant to the Applicant of a ROW for a modified version of its project, developing 232 
MWac on a 1,766 acre site; (5) taking No Action, in which case the Applicant's ROW application would 
be denied and the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) would not amend the CDCA Plan; (6) denial of 
the ROW application and amendment of the CDCA Plan to identify the project application area as 
suitable for any type of solar energy development; and (7) denial of the ROW application and amendment 
of the CDCA Plan to identify the Project application area as unsuitable for any type of solar energy 
development. The BLM also proposes to modify the boundaries of the currently-existing Ivanpah 
DWMA. 

The Draft P A/EIS/EIR has been prepared in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEP A), which requires federal agencies to take a hard look at the potential environmental consequences 
of their decisions, and the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA), which establishes the 
land management authority of the BLM and provides guidance for how to manage the public lands under 
its jurisdiction. The document has been sent to members of the public who requested a copy and to 
pertinent local, state, tribal, and federal government entities. 

San Bernardino County (County) has discretionary authority to issue well permits for the project. The 
County participated in the development of this document as a P A/EIS/EIR toward satisfying the 
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) with respect to its decision-making 
authority. The County will rely on this Draft P A/EIS/EIR in accordance with CEQA to document the 
analysis of potential environmental impacts that could result from its approval of well permits for the 
project. 

The Draft P A/EIS/EIR will be circulated for a 90-day public comment period. All comments must be 
postmarked no later than 90 days from the date the Notice of Availability for the Draft PAIEIS/EIR 
published in the Federal Register by the Environmental Protection Agency. Comments may be sent to 
Jeff Childers, Project Manager, by mail: 22835 Calle San Juan De Los Lagos, Moreno Valley, CA, 

www.ca.blm.gov/needles


92553; phone: (951) 697-5308; or email: jchilders@blm.gov. Public meetings will be held at the Primm 

Valley Golf Course near the project site to provide clarification of the project design and alternatives, 

describe the impacts and mitigation measures, and accept written public comments. Please see BLM's 

web page at http://www.blm.gov/ca/st/enlfo/needles/stateline solar farm.html for information about the 

location, date, and time of these meetings. All substantive issues raised during the comment period will 

be considered and responded to, and modifications based on these comments may be made in the Final 

P AIEIS/EIR. 


Additional hard copies or CD-ROM versions of the Draft PAIEIS/EIR may be obtained by contacting the 

Needles Field Office. The document also will be available on the Internet at: 

http://www .blm.gov/ca/st/en!fo/needles/stateline _solar_farm.html. 


We are pleased to provide this copy of the Stateline Solar Farm Draft P AIEIS/EIR for your review and 

extend our appreciation for your cooperation and assistance during this process. We look forward to your 

continued participation. 


Raymond C. Lee 
Field Manager 
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Abstract 
 
 
 
This D raft P lan A mendment ( PA) and D raft E nvironmental I mpact S tatement/Environmental 
Impact Report (EIS/EIR) analyzes the impacts of Desert Stateline, LLC’s (Applicant’s) proposed 
Stateline S olar Far m Project.  The appl icant, a w holly-owned s ubsidiary of  Fi rst S olar 
Development, Inc. (First Solar), has filed Application CACA #48669 for a Right-of-Way (ROW) 
authorization with the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) to construct, operate, maintain, and 
decommission an approximately 2,143 acre, 300-megawatt (MW) alternating current (AC) solar 
photovoltaic (PV) energy generation facility (Proposed Action or Project).  All of the proposed 
facilities w ould be l ocated on publ ic l ands managed by  t he B LM N eedles Fi eld O ffice. T he 
proposed facility would be located in I vanpah Valley near  t he California-Nevada border.  T he 
proposed location is approximately 2 miles southwest of the community of Primm, Nevada, and 
approximately 0.5 miles to the west of Interstate 15 (I-15).  

The Draft PA and EIS/EIR analyzes the impacts of BLM approving a ROW grant for the 
construction, operations and maintenance, and decommissioning of the Project and associated 
amendment to the C alifornia D esert C onservation A rea P lan 1980 ( CDCA P lan).  I t al so 
analyzes t he i mpacts o f t hree al ternative c onfigurations o f the P roject, and t hree addi tional 
alternative land use plan amendments.    The EIS/EIR also analyzes the impacts of the approval 
of well per mits by  t he C ounty. T his D raft E IS/EIR al so d iscusses mitigation m easures t hat, i f 
adopted, would avoid, minimize, or mitigate the adverse environmental impacts identified. 

 
 
 
Point of Contact:   
Mr. Jeffrey Childers 
BLM California Desert District Office 
22835 Calle San Juan de Los Lagos 
Moreno Valley, California 92553-9046 
 
(951) 697-5308 
 
 
 
 
The BLM will be accepting additional public comment on the Draft CDCA Plan 
Amendment/Draft EIS/EIR through February 21, 2013.    
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Executive Summary 
ES.1 Background and Project Overview 
This D raft P lan A mendment ( PA) and D raft E nvironmental I mpact S tatement/Environmental 
Impact Report (EIS/EIR) analyzes the impacts of Desert Stateline, LLC’s (Applicant’s) proposed 
Stateline S olar Far m Project.  The appl icant, a w holly-owned s ubsidiary of  Fi rst S olar 
Development, Inc. (First Solar), has filed Application CACA #48669 for a Right-of-Way (ROW) 
authorization with the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) to construct, operate, maintain, and 
decommission an approximately 2,143 acre, 300-megawatt (MW) alternating current (AC) solar 
photovoltaic (PV) energy generation facility (Proposed Action or  Project).  The location o f the 
proposed facility within its regional context is shown in Figure 1-1 (See Appendix A for all figures 
referenced in the Draft PA and Draft EIS/EIR). 

The Draft PA and EIS/EIR analyzes the impacts of BLM approving a ROW g rant f or the 
construction, operations and maintenance, and decommissioning of the Project and associated 
amendment to the California Desert Conservation Area Plan 1980 (CDCA Plan; BLM 1980).  I t 
also analyzes the impacts of three alternative configurations of the Project, and three additional 
alternative land use plan amendments.    The EIS/EIR also analyzes the impacts of the approval 
of well permits by San Bernardino County (the County).  In addition to these decisions, the Draft 
EIS/EIR evaluates the proposed modification by BLM of the boundaries of the existing Ivanpah 
Desert Wildlife Management Area (DWMA) by adding the Northern Ivanpah Valley Unit to the 
existing DWMA.  The alternatives evaluated in the EIS/EIR include: 

• Alternative 1: The Proposed Action – 300 MW generated on 2,143 acres; 

• Alternative 2: 2,385 Acre Alternative – 300 MW generated on 2,385 acres; 

• Alternative 3: 2,151 Acre Alternative – 300 MW generated on 2,151 acres; 

• Alternative 4: Reduced Acreage Alternative – 232 MW generated on 1,766 acres; 

• Alternative 5:  No A ction Alternative – No i ssuance of a R OW Grant, N o County 
Approval, No Land Use Plan (LUP) Amendment; 

• Alternative 6:  N o P roject, Exclude S olar on S ite Alternative – No i ssuance o f a ROW 
Grant, N o C ounty A pproval, A pproval of  a LU P A mendment t o identify s ite of  t he 
Proposed Action as unsuitable for solar energy development; and 

• Alternative 7:  No P roject, Approve Solar on S ite A lternative – No i ssuance o f a ROW 
Grant, N o C ounty A pproval, A pproval of  a LU P A mendment t o i dentify s ite o f t he 
Proposed Action as suitable for future solar energy development. 

This Draft EIS/EIR is also being used as the mechanism to evaluate modifications to the CDCA 
Plan that would potentially modify the boundaries of the existing Ivanpah DWMA. 

The A pplicant pr oposed t o c onstruct, oper ate, m aintain, and dec ommission t he pr oposed 
Stateline Solar Farm facility, a 300 MW solar photovoltaic energy facility, on 2,143 acres in San 
Bernardino County, California, near the California-Nevada border at Primm, Nevada.  The 
project would be located entirely on public lands managed by the BLM Needles Field Office. 

 

Proposed Action (Alternative 1) 
The proposed facility (Alternative 1) consists of the construction, operation, maintenance, and 
decommissioning o f pho tovoltaic s olar arrays and as sociated facilities nec essary t o generate 
300 M W of el ectrical e nergy.  U nder this al ternative, t he B LM and C ounty w ould t ake t he 
following actions: 
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• BLM would appr ove t he pr oposed R OW grant for t he A lternative 1 s ite c onfiguration, 
which totals 2,143 acres; 

• BLM would amend the CDCA Plan to identify the Desert Stateline Solar Farm facility as 
an element within the Plan; 

• BLM would modify the boundary of the existing Ivanpah DWMA, as described above in 
Section 2.1.3.6; 

• BLM would modify the designations of open routes; and 

• The County would issue well permits. 

 
ES.2 Purpose and Need 
The N ational E nvironmental P olicy A ct ( NEPA) guidance publ ished by  t he C ouncil on  
Environmental Q uality ( CEQ) s tates t hat the P urpose and N eed s ection o f an  E nvironmental 
Impact Statement “shall briefly specify the underlying purpose and need t o which the agency is 
responding in proposing the alternatives including the proposed action” (Title 40 of the Code of 
Federal Regulations [CFR] §1502.13). The following discussion sets forth the purpose of and 
need for the project as required under NEPA. 

 

ES.2.1 BLM Purpose and Need 
In accordance with Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA Section 103(c)), public 
lands are to be managed for multiple uses that take into account the long-term needs of future 
generations f or r enewable and non-renewable resources.  The Secretary of the Interior is 
authorized to gr ant ROWs on publ ic l ands f or systems of generation, t ransmission, an d 
distribution of electric energy (Section 501(a)(4)).  Taking into account the BLM’s multiple use 
mandate, t he pu rpose and need for the P roposed A ction i s t o r espond t o a FLP MA R OW 
application s ubmitted by  t he A pplicant t o construct, oper ate, m aintain, and dec ommission a  
solar ener gy-generating f acility an d as sociated i nfrastructure on publ ic l ands adm inistered by  
the BLM in accordance with FLPMA, BLM ROW regulations, and other applicable Federal laws 
and policies. 

In conjunction with FLPMA, the Proposed Action would, if approved, assist the BLM in 
addressing the following management objectives: 

• Executive Order 13212, dated May 18, 2001, which mandates that agencies act 
expediently and in a m anner consistent with applicable laws to increase the production 
and transmission of energy in a safe and environmentally sound manner.” 

• Section 211 o f the Energy P olicy A ct 2005 ( EPAct), w hich establishes a g oal for the 
Secretary o f t he I nterior t o app rove 10,000 MW o f non-hydropower r enewable ener gy 
projects on the public lands by 2012. 

• Secretarial Order 3285A1, dated March 11, 2009, and am ended on February 22, 2010, 
which “establishes the development of renewable energy as a priority of the Department 
of the Interior.” 

The BLM will decide whether to deny the proposed ROW, grant the ROW, or grant the ROW 
with modifications.  The BLM may include any terms, conditions, and s tipulations it determines 
to be in the public interest, and may include modifying the proposed use or changing the route 
or location of the proposed facilities (43 CFR 2805.10(a)(1)). 

In c onnection with its decision on the Proposed Action, t he BLM will also c onsider potential 
amendments to the CDCA Plan.  The CDCA plan, while recognizing the potential compatibility 
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of solar energy facilities on public lands, requires that all sites associated with power generation 
or transmission not identified in the plan be considered through the land use plan amendment 
process.  B LM policy encourages the avoidance of  development on lands with high conflict or 
sensitive r esource v alues ( Instruction M emorandum [ IM] 2011-061).  W hile t he B LM is not  
required t o formally det ermine whether certain high conflict l ands ar e or  ar e not  available f or 
solar energy development, if BLM decides to make that decision, it must amend the CDCA plan.  
Here, the BLM is potentially deciding whether to amend the CDCA plan to identify the Project 
site as suitable or unsuitable for solar energy development.  At the same time, the BLM will also 
decide whether to amend the CDCA plan to make high conflict or sensitive resource value areas 
within the project application area unavailable for solar development. 

 

ES.2.2 San Bernardino County Purpose and Need 
As par t o f t he Proposed Action, t he A pplicant h as s ubmitted well c onstruction per mits to t he 
County for up to two groundwater production wells and three groundwater m onitoring wells.  
The w ells would be us ed t o pr oduce groundwater for dus t s uppression, fire r esponse du ring 
construction, and for fire response and s anitary purposes dur ing operations.  I ssuing the well 
permits i s a discretionary ac tion on  t he par t of  t he C ounty, and t herefore warrants California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review. 

 

ES.2.3 Applicant’s Objectives 
The purpose and need des cribes BLM and the County’s purpose and n eed f or t he Proposed 
Action, not  t he A pplicant’s i nterests and obj ectives.  H owever, t he A pplicant’s i nterests and  
objectives, including any constraints or flexibility with respect to their proposal, help to inform the 
BLM’s and County’s decisions and cannot be ignored in the NEPA and CEQA process.  This 
information helps the BLM and County to determine which alternatives should be analyzed in 
detail through the NEPA and CEQA processes and can provide the basis for the determination 
that certain alternatives are unreasonable and thus eliminated from detailed analysis. (BLM IM 
2011-059). 

The A pplicant’s s tated purpose for t he pr oject i s t o c reate a c lean, renewable s ource of 
electricity that helps meet California’s growing demand for power and helps fulfill national and 
state renewable ener gy g oals and greenhouse gas ( GHG) emissions reduction r equirements.  
The s tate’s Renewable Portfolio S tandard ( RPS) and G HG emissions reduction r equirements 
include the requirements set forth in Senate Bills (SB) 1078 and X1-2 (California RPS Program), 
Assembly Bill (AB) 32 (California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006), and the Governor’s 
Executive Order S-14-08 to increase the state’s Renewable Energy Standard to 33 percent 
renewable power by 2020.  In particular: 

• California’s RPS mandate requires the state’s Investor-Owned Utilities (IOUs) to supply 
33 percent of California’s total electricity through renewable energy generation by 2020, 
as s et forth i n S B 1078 ( establishing t he C alifornia R PS P rogram) and S B X 1-2 
(accelerating the requirement to 33 percent requirement to 2020). 

• California’s G HG emission r eduction goals set forth i n AB 32 r equire t he s tate’s GHG 
emissions to be reduced to 1990 levels by 2020. 

The Applicant’s specific objectives for the project, as stated in their Plan of Development (First 
Solar 2011) are: 

• Deploy a t echnology t hat has  been c ommercially pr oven and t hat i s s afe, readily 
available, environmentally responsible, and acceptable to the public utilities; 
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• Establish 300 MW of generating capacity for emission-free PV solar electricity in an area 
of hi gh s olar i nsolation and i n pr oximity t o ex isting t ransmission i nfrastructure, w hile 
avoiding, minimizing, and mitigating the impacts to environmentally sensitive areas; 

• Develop a project that is feasible to construct and operate while providing utility 
customers w ith a c ost-competitive, c leaner al ternative t o c onventionally g enerated 
electricity; 

• Provide community benefits through new jobs, spending in local businesses, and 
additional sales tax revenues; 

• Employ an av erage o f ap proximately 400 on -site w orkers du ring t he 2 t o 4 y ear 
construction period; 

• Interconnect t o the ne wly upg raded E l D orado-Ivanpah t ransmission l ine, w hich i s 
located in a federally-designated transmission corridor near the project site; and 

• Generate electricity in an arid environment with minimal water use. 

 

ES.3 Decisions to be Made 
As defined by the purpose and need, the BLM is responding to the Applicant’s application for a 
ROW grant to construct, operate, maintain, and dec ommission a solar energy facility on publ ic 
lands. I n doi ng s o, t he BLM will adopt  one o f the al ternatives des cribed bel ow ( see S ection 
ES.3.1).  

Alternatives considered in t his dr aft E IS/EIR ar e developed based on i ssues i dentified by  t he 
BLM and the County of San Bernardino, California (County), as well as comments received 
during the public scoping process.  N EPA and C EQA (Section 15126.6) require consideration, 
in detail, of a range of alternatives that are considered reasonable.  Section 6.6.3 of the BLM 
NEPA H andbook (BLM 2008)  al lows t he ev aluator to el iminate al ternatives f rom detailed 
analysis i f t hey would b e i neffective ( would not  respond t o t he pur pose and need) , would be  
technologically and economically infeasible, are inconsistent with basic policy objectives for the 
management of the area, or if their implementation is remote or speculative.  In addition to these 
NEPA r equirements, CEQA r equires c onsideration o f al ternatives t hat would av oid or  r educe 
significant adverse impacts. 

This doc ument pr ovides i nformation to t he B LM aut horized of ficer to m ake the following 
decisions: 

• Should the proposed ROW grant be issued as applied for, issued for a modified project, 
or denied? If the BLM decides to approve the issuance of a ROW grant, the BLM will 
also amend the CDCA Plan as required. 

• Should the boundaries of the Ivanpah DWMA be modified? Similarly, if the BLM decides 
to modify t he bounda ries o f t he DWMA, the B LM will al so am end t he CDCA P lan as  
required. 

• Separate from the ROW grant, should the CDCA Plan be amended to identify the project 
site or portions of the project site suitable or unsuitable for solar development? 

The document also provides information for the County to facilitate their decision whether or not 
to approve permits for up to 2 groundwater production wells and 3 groundwater monitoring wells 
associated with the construction, operation, maintenance, and decommissioning of the Project. 
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ES.3.1 Alternatives 
Alternatives w ere ev aluated for i nclusion i n t he E IS/EIR using appr opriate s creening c riteria 
pursuant to N EPA and  C EQA. T hese c riteria w ere us ed t o e valuate w hether a pot ential 
alternative would: achieve t he pr oject pur pose and m eet most pr oject objectives; be feasible; 
and offer environmental advantages over the proposed project, including avoidance or reduction 
of significant environmental impacts. As part of the alternatives screening process, alternatives 
located on BLM-administered lands and other affected lands and resources were evaluated. Of 
those alternatives, four action alternatives, including the proposed Stateline Solar Farm or 
Proposed A ction, and t hree N o A ction A lternatives were de veloped a nd ev aluated i n t his 
EIR/EIS, as follows (see Chapter 2 for complete descriptions of these alternatives): 

• Proposed Action – 300 MW generated on 2, 143 Ac (Alternative 1).  This alternative 
consists of the use of cadmium-telluride (CdTe)-based photovoltaic panels designed to 
generate 300 MW of electrical energy on a single, contiguous footprint comprising 2,143 
acres of public lands.  This alternative would also include modification of the boundaries 
of the Ivanpah DWMA, resulting in a net addition of 23,254 acres to the existing DWMA, 
by B LM.  U nder t his al ternative, t he C ounty w ould i ssue well per mits for t he facility’s 
groundwater production and monitoring wells. 

• 2,385 Acre Alternative ( Alternative 2) . This al ternative c onsists of  t he us e of  C dTe-
based photovoltaic panels designed to generate 300 MW of electrical energy on 2,385 
acres.  U nder t his al ternative, t he s olar panel s w ould be dev eloped in a bi furcated 
footprint ( two separate arrays).  This al ternative would also include modification o f t he 
boundaries of the Ivanpah DWMA, resulting in a net addition of 23,012 acres to the 
existing DWMA, by BLM.  Under this alternative, the County would issue well permits for 
the facility’s groundwater production and monitoring wells. 

• 2,151 Acre Alternative (Alternative 3).  This alternative consists of the use of CdTe-
based phot ovoltaic pan els des igned t o g enerate 300 MW o f el ectrical ener gy on a 
single, contiguous footprint comprising 2,151 acres of public lands.  The footprint of this 
alternative w ould be adj usted from that p roposed i n A lternative 1 i n o rder t o reduce 
impacts to environmental resources.  This alternative would also include modification of 
the boundaries of the Ivanpah DWMA, resulting in a net  addition of 23,246 acres to the 
existing DWMA, by BLM.  Under this alternative, the County would issue well permits for 
the facility’s groundwater production and monitoring wells. 

• Reduced Acreage Alternative (Alternative 4).  This alternative consists of the use of 
CdTe-based photovoltaic panels designed to generate 232 MW of electrical energy on a 
single, contiguous footprint comprising 1,766 acres of public lands.  The footprint of this 
alternative would be  t he s ame as  t he nor thern por tion of  the bi furcated footprint i n 
Alternative 2.   T his alternative would also include modification of the boundaries of the 
Ivanpah DWMA, r esulting i n a net  addi tion o f 23,631 ac res to t he ex isting DWMA, by 
BLM.  Under this alternative, the County would issue well permits for the facility’s 
groundwater production and monitoring wells. 

• No Action A lternative (Alternative 5).  Under this alternative, there would be no 
issuance o f a R OW Grant, no C ounty well per mits, no LU P A mendment, and no  
modification of the boundaries of the Ivanpah DWMA. 

• No Project, Exclude Solar on Site Alternative (Alternative 6).  Under this alternative, 
there w ould be n o i ssuance o f a R OW grant, no C ounty well per mits, and no  
modification o f t he bou ndaries o f the Ivanpah D WMA. This al ternative w ould i nclude 
approval of  a LU P Amendment to identify site of  the Proposed Action as unsuitable for 
solar energy development. 
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• No Project, Approve Solar on Site Alternative (Alternative 7).  Under this alternative, 
there w ould be n o i ssuance o f a R OW grant, no C ounty well per mits, and no  
modification o f t he bou ndaries o f the Ivanpah D WMA. This al ternative w ould i nclude 
approval of  a LU P A mendment t o identify site of t he P roposed A ction as s uitable for 
future solar energy development. 

 

ES.3.2 Comparison of Alternatives 
Table ES-1 s ummarizes t he al ternatives and t heir impacts. The selection of one of the four 
action alternatives (Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 4) would result in amendment of the CDCA Plan to 
determine the suitability of the site for the development of a solar energy project. However, the 
actual env ironmental c onsequences ant icipated w ould r esult f rom the dev elopment of  the 
Proposed Action; t herefore, the t able summarizes environmental impacts r esulting f rom t he 
project pursuant to NEPA and CEQA (Guidelines Section 15123(b)(1)). 

 
ES3.3  Federal Lead Agency Preferred Alternative and CEQA Environmentally Superior 

Alternative 
The “preferred alternative” is a preliminary indication of the federal responsible official’s 
preference of action, which is chosen from among the Proposed Action and al ternatives.  The 
preferred al ternative m ay be s elected f or a v ariety of  r easons ( such a s t he pr iorities o f a  
particular lead agency) in addition to the environmental considerations discussed in the 
EIS/EIR.  The BLM’s Preferred Alternative is Alternative 3. 

In accordance with CEQA requirements, an “environmentally superior alternative” must be 
identified among the alternatives analyzed in an EIR or EIS/EIR.  The environmentally superior 
alternative i s t he al ternative f ound t o hav e an o verall en vironmental adv antage c ompared t o 
other al ternatives bas ed on t he i mpact anal ysis i n t he E IR.  I f the env ironmentally s uperior 
alternative is the No Project alternative, State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2) requires 
the E IR t o i dentify an env ironmentally superior alternative f rom among the ot her al ternatives.  
For this Proposed Action, the No Project alternative would be superior to any of the action 
alternatives because the impacts of implementing the Proposed Action would be avoided for the 
time being. Among the other alternatives, San Bernardino County has identified Alternative 3 as 
the env ironmentally superior al ternative because, o f the ac tion al ternatives, i t would have t he 
smallest impact on wildlife habitat and connectivity. 
 

ES.4 Connected/Cumulative Actions  
There are no other actions that are connected to the Stateline Solar Farm that would require 
any ac tion f rom the B LM or  San B ernardino C ounty. T he Eldorado-Ivanpah Tr ansmission 
Project (EITP), to which the proposed facility would connect, has already been approved and is 
currently under construction. The EITP was considered in the cumulative impact analysis in this 
EIS/EIR and,  s imilarly, t he c umulative i mpact anal ysis i n the E ITP EIS/EIR c onsidered t he 
impacts of the proposed project and other reasonably foreseeable renewable energy projects in 
region. 

 

ES.5 Environmental Consequences  
ES.5.1 Impact Summary Table  
Table ES-1 summarizes the environmental impacts that would occur as a result of the Proposed 
Action and alternatives by  en vironmental resource. The env ironmental c onsequences s ection 
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for eac h resource i n Chapter 4  identifies t he m itigation m easures i ncluded t o av oid or  
substantially reduce adverse impacts. The unavoidable adverse impacts that would remain after 
mitigation are also discussed at the end of each section in Chapter 4. 

 

ES.5.2 Major Conclusions 
Air Quality. Air pollutant emissions during construction would result in temporary and 
unavoidable adverse nitrogen oxides (NOx) and particulate matter, less than 10 microns (PM10) 
impacts.  

Vegetation R esources. Temporary di sturbance and per manent l oss o f s ensitive v egetation 
communities, jurisdictional ar eas, and s pecial s tatus pl ant s pecies would oc cur dur ing 
construction.  

Visual Resources. Unavoidable impacts from the conversion of a natural desert landscape to a 
landscape dom inated by  industrial c haracter. Long -term l and s carring following pr oject 
decommissioning due to the large impact area and long recovery time for desert vegetation.  

Water Resources. The use of groundwater by the project could result in mobilization of saline 
groundwater in the local area of the project wells. 

Wildlife R esources. Temporary di sturbance an d per manent l oss o f occupied desert t ortoise 
habitat, and unav oidable i mpacts t o i ndividuals pr esent w ithin t he pr oject ar ea dur ing 
construction. 

 

ES.5.3 Areas of Controversy  
Based on i nput r eceived f rom a gencies, o rganizations, N ative A mericans and Tribal 
Governments, and members of the general public during scoping for the Draft EIS/EIR, several 
areas of controversy related to the Stateline Solar Farm facility emerged, including:  

• Opposition to the placement of a large solar project on largely undisturbed desert land  
• Concern regarding the impacts of the project on biological resources  
• Concern regarding groundwater use and quality 
• Concern regarding the range of alternatives considered  

Extensive comments were received during the scoping process for the project. T he scoping 
process and public input received during that process are provided in detail in Appendix B, 
Pubic Scoping Report. 

 

ES.5.4 Issues to be Resolved  
Verbal and written comments were received during the scoping process for the Stateline Solar 
Farm project. The scoping process and public input received during that process are provided in 
detail in Appendix B, Public Scoping Report. 

 

ES.6 Lead Agency Roles and Approvals  
ES.6.1 Bureau of Land Management  
As di scussed i n S ection E S.2.1, t he B LM’s r ole i s t o r espond t o t he A pplicant’s appl ication 
under Title V of the FLPMA (43 United States Code [U.S.C.] 1761) for a ROW grant to 
construct, oper ate, m aintain, and dec ommission a solar energy facility on pub lic l ands in 
compliance with FLPMA, BLM ROW regulations, and ot her appl icable f ederal laws. The BLM 
will decide whether to approve, approve with modification, or deny issuance of a ROW grant to 
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the Applicant for the proposed Stateline Solar Farm facility. The BLM’s action will also include 
consideration o f am ending t he CDCA 1980,  as  am ended. I f t he BLM d ecides t o appr ove t he 
issuance of a ROW grant, the BLM will also amend the CDCA as required.  The BLM will also 
consider modification of the boundaries of the Ivanpah DWMA. 

 

ES.6.2 San Bernardino County 

As par t o f t he P roposed A ction, t he A pplicant h as s ubmitted well c onstruction per mits t o the 
County for up to two groundwater production wells and three groundwater monitoring wells.  
The w ells would be us ed t o pr oduce groundwater for dus t s uppression, f ire r esponse du ring 
construction, and for fire response and s anitary purposes dur ing operations.  I ssuing the well 
permits is a discretionary action on the part of the County, and therefore warrants CEQA review. 

 

ES.7 Native American Government-to-Government Consultation  
The BLM consults with Indian Tribes on a government-to-government basis in accordance with 
several authorities including NEPA, the NHPA, the American Indian Religious Freedom Act, and 
Executive Order 13007. Under Section 106 of the NHPA, the BLM consults with Indian Tribes 
as par t o f i ts responsibilities t o i dentify, ev aluate, and resolve adv erse e ffects on hi storic 
properties affected by BLM undertakings. 

Consultation was initiated for the Project through a letter dated November 21, 2007.  Additional 
letters dated December 23, 2010, August 19, 2011, and November 23, 2011 provided update 
regarding the proposed project.  The following eleven tribes have been contacted: 

• Chemehuevi Indian Tribe 

• Colorado River Indian Tribe 

• Fort Mojave Indian Tribe 

• Las Vegas Paiute Tribe 

• Moapa Band of Paiute Indians 

• Morongo Band of Mission Indians 

• Pahrump Paiute Tribe 

• Ramona Band of Mission Indians 

• San Fernando Band of Mission Indians 

• San Manuel Band of Mission Indians 

• Serrano Nation of Indians 

• Timbisha Shoshone Tribe 

• Twenty-Nine Palms Band of Mission Indians 

To da te, the P ahrump Paiute i s t he onl y T ribe t hat ha s r esponded an d requested addi tional 
information about the project and the proposed location. 

BLM will continue its outreach and consultation with the Tribes throughout the Stateline Solar 
Energy Project review process as stipulated under Executive Order 13175, November 6, 2000. 

 

ES.8 Public Participation 
Scoping activities were conducted by the BLM in compliance with the requirements of NEPA.  
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The Notice of Intent was published in the Federal Register (Volume 76, No. 150) on A ugust 4, 
2011. The County’s Notice of Preparation was published on August 20, 2011.  BLM and San 
Bernardino County hosted one public scoping on Wednesday, August 31, 2011, from 6:00 pm to 
8:00 pm at the Primm Valley Golf Clubhouse with a total attendance of 44 individuals.  A Public 
Scoping Report was released for public review in November 2011 and i s included as Appendix 
B. 
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Table ES-1. Comparison of Impacts by Alternative 

Resource 

Alternative 1 
Proposed 

Action 

Alternative 2 
2,385 Ac 

Alternative 

Alternative 3 
2,151 Ac 

Alternative 

Alternative 4 
Reduced 
Acreage 

Alternative 

Alternative 5 
No Action 
Alternative 

Alternative 6 
No Project, 

Exclude Solar 

Alternative 7 
No Project, Approve 

Solar 
Air Resources Adverse impacts 

from ground 
disturbance, 
dust generation, 
vehicle 
emissions. 

Same as Alt. 1, 
but for longer 
duration. 

Same as Alt. 1 Same as Alt. 1, 
but for shorter 
duration. 

No emissions 
near project 
site. 

No emissions 
near project 
site.   

No emissions near 
project site.  Impacts 
associated with a 
future project are 
speculative and would 
be considered in future 
project-specific 
analysis. 

Climate Change Adverse impacts 
from vehicle use.  
Beneficial 
impacts from 
eliminating need 
for natural gas 
generation. 

Same as Alt. 1. Same as Alt. 1. Adverse 
impacts lower 
than Alt. 1 due 
to decreased 
size.  Beneficial 
impact also 
reduced 
compared to Alt. 
1 due to lower 
power output. 

No emissions 
from vehicles, 
but no beneficial 
impacts from 
displacement of 
natural gas 
generation. 

No emissions 
from vehicles, 
but no beneficial 
impacts from 
displacement of 
natural gas 
generation. 

No emissions from 
vehicles, but no 
beneficial impacts from 
displacement of 
natural gas generation 
at this time.   Impacts 
associated with a 
future project are 
speculative and would 
be considered in future 
project-specific 
analysis. 

Archaeological 
and Built 
Environment 

Potential 
impacts to one 
eligible resource 
(Hoover to San 
Bernardino 
Transmission 
Line). 

Potential 
impacts to two 
eligible 
resources 
(Hoover to San 
Bernardino 
Transmission 
Line and STL-
25). 

Potential 
impacts to two 
eligible 
resources 
(Hoover to San 
Bernardino 
Transmission 
Line and STL-
25). 

Potential 
impacts to two 
eligible 
resources 
(Hoover to San 
Bernardino 
Transmission 
Line and STL-
25). 

No impacts. No impacts. No impacts at this 
time.  Impacts 
associated with a 
future project are 
speculative and would 
be considered in future 
project-specific 
analysis. 

Environmental 
Justice 

No impacts. No impacts. No impacts. No impacts. No impacts. No impacts. No impacts at this 
time.  Impacts 
associated with a 
future project are 
speculative and would 
be considered in future 
project-specific 
analysis. 

Lands and 
Realty 

Removal of 
2,143 ac project 
area from other 

Removal of 
2,385 ac project 
area from other 

Removal of 
2,151 ac project 
area from other 

Removal of 
1,766 ac project 
area from other 

No impacts. Reduction in 
types of land 
uses allowed on 

No impacts at this 
time.  Continues 
current use of the land 
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Table ES-1. Comparison of Impacts by Alternative 

Resource 

Alternative 1 
Proposed 

Action 

Alternative 2 
2,385 Ac 

Alternative 

Alternative 3 
2,151 Ac 

Alternative 

Alternative 4 
Reduced 
Acreage 

Alternative 

Alternative 5 
No Action 
Alternative 

Alternative 6 
No Project, 

Exclude Solar 

Alternative 7 
No Project, Approve 

Solar 
land uses.  
Impact on open 
routes to be 
addressed 
through re-
routing around 
facility.  Impact 
on Primm ROW 
would need to 
be resolved with 
Primm. 

land uses.  
Impact on open 
routes to be 
addressed 
through re-
routing around 
facility.  No 
impact on Primm 
ROW. 

land uses.  
Impact on open 
routes to be 
addressed 
through re-
routing around 
facility.  Impact 
on Primm ROW 
would need to 
be resolved with 
Primm. 

land uses.  
Impact on open 
routes to be 
addressed 
through re-
routing around 
facility.  No 
impact on 
Primm ROW. 

2,143 ac project 
site.  Continues 
current use of 
the land for 
grazing lease. 

for grazing lease.  
Does not restrict future 
land uses on 2,143 ac 
project area. Impacts 
associated with a 
future project are 
speculative and would 
be considered in future 
project-specific 
analysis. 

Grazing Reduction of 
acreage and 
animal use 
months (AUMs) 
in existing 
grazing 
allotment. 

Reduction of 
acreage and 
AUMs in existing 
grazing 
allotment, 
modified and 
scaled from Alt. 
1. 

Reduction of 
acreage and 
AUMs in existing 
grazing 
allotment, 
modified and 
scaled from Alt. 
1. 

Reduction of 
acreage and 
AUMs in 
existing grazing 
allotment, 
modified and 
scaled from Alt. 
1. 

No impacts. No impacts.  
Allotment would 
continue 
grazing at 
current level. 

No impacts at this 
time.  Allotment would 
continue grazing at 
current level. Impacts 
associated with a 
future project are 
speculative and would 
be considered in future 
project-specific 
analysis. 

Mineral 
Resources 

Removal of 
project area from 
potential mineral 
development. 

Removal of 
different, scaled 
project area from 
potential mineral 
development. 

Removal of 
different, scaled 
project area from 
potential mineral 
development. 

Removal of 
different, scaled 
project area 
from potential 
mineral 
development. 

No impacts. No impacts. No impacts at this 
time.  Impacts 
associated with a 
future project are 
speculative and would 
be considered in future 
project-specific 
analysis. 

Noise Adverse impacts 
from heavy 
equipment and 
vehicles during 
construction 
only. 

Same as Alt. 1, 
but for longer 
duration. 

Same as Alt. 1 Same as Alt. 1, 
but for shorter 
duration. 

No impacts. No impacts. No impacts at this 
time.  Impacts 
associated with a 
future project are 
speculative and would 
be considered in future 
project-specific 
analysis. 

Paleontological 
Resources 

Potential 
impacts to 
unknown 
resources would 
be addressed 

Potential 
impacts to 
unknown 
resources would 
be addressed 

Potential 
impacts to 
unknown 
resources would 
be addressed 

Potential 
impacts to 
unknown 
resources would 
be addressed 

No impacts. No impacts. No impacts at this 
time. Impacts 
associated with a 
future project are 
speculative and would 
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Table ES-1. Comparison of Impacts by Alternative 

Resource 

Alternative 1 
Proposed 

Action 

Alternative 2 
2,385 Ac 

Alternative 

Alternative 3 
2,151 Ac 

Alternative 

Alternative 4 
Reduced 
Acreage 

Alternative 

Alternative 5 
No Action 
Alternative 

Alternative 6 
No Project, 

Exclude Solar 

Alternative 7 
No Project, Approve 

Solar 
through 
mitigation 
measures. 

through 
mitigation 
measures. 

through 
mitigation 
measures. 

through 
mitigation 
measures. 

be considered in future 
project-specific 
analysis. 

Public Health 
and Safety 

Impacts related 
to worker safety, 
potential 
releases of 
hazardous 
materials during 
construction. 

Same as Alt. 1, 
but for longer 
duration. 

Same as Alt. 1 Same as Alt. 1, 
but for shorter 
duration. 

No impacts. No impacts. No impacts at this 
time.  Impacts 
associated with a 
future project are 
speculative and would 
be considered in future 
project-specific 
analysis. 

Recreation Modification of 
current open 
routes.  Removal 
of 2,143 ac land 
area for 
recreation 
opportunities.  
Alt. 1 is furthest 
from land sailing 
on Ivanpah Dry 
Lake of the 
action 
alternatives. 

Modification of 
current open 
routes, but 
different routes 
than Alt. 1.  
Removal of 
2,385 ac land 
area for 
recreation 
opportunities. 
Directly adjacent 
to land sailing on 
Ivanpah Dry 
Lake. 

Modification of 
current open 
routes, but 
different routes 
than Alt. 1.  
Removal of 
2,151 ac land 
area for 
recreation 
opportunities. 
Directly adjacent 
to land sailing on 
Ivanpah Dry 
Lake. 

Modification of 
current open 
routes, but 
different routes 
than Alt. 1.  
Removal of 
1,776 ac land 
area for 
recreation 
opportunities. 
Directly 
adjacent to land 
sailing on 
Ivanpah Dry 
Lake. 

No impacts. No impacts. No impacts at this 
time.  Impacts 
associated with a 
future project are 
speculative and would 
be considered in future 
project-specific 
analysis. 

Social and 
Economic 
Issues 

Beneficial 
employment and 
tax revenue 
impacts.  No 
housing or public 
services 
impacts. 

Same as Alt. 1, 
but magnitude is 
scaled 
accordingly. No 
housing or public 
services 
impacts. 

Same as Alt. 1, 
but magnitude is 
scaled 
accordingly. No 
housing or public 
services 
impacts. 

Same as Alt. 1, 
but magnitude is 
scaled 
accordingly. No 
housing or 
public services 
impacts. 

No beneficial 
employment 
and tax revenue 
impacts. 

No beneficial 
employment 
and tax revenue 
impacts. 

No beneficial 
employment and tax 
revenue impacts at this 
time.   Impacts 
associated with a 
future project are 
speculative and would 
be considered in future 
project-specific 
analysis. 

Soil Resources Adverse impact 
from ground 
disturbance over 
2,143 ac.  
Probably 
permanent, 

Adverse impact 
from ground 
disturbance over 
2,385 ac.  
Probably 
permanent, 

Adverse impact 
from ground 
disturbance over 
2,151 ac.  
Probably 
permanent, 

Adverse impact 
from ground 
disturbance 
over 1,766 ac.  
Probably 
permanent, 

No impacts. No impacts. No impacts at this 
time.  Impacts 
associated with a 
future project are 
speculative and would 
be considered in future 
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Table ES-1. Comparison of Impacts by Alternative 

Resource 

Alternative 1 
Proposed 

Action 

Alternative 2 
2,385 Ac 

Alternative 

Alternative 3 
2,151 Ac 

Alternative 

Alternative 4 
Reduced 
Acreage 

Alternative 

Alternative 5 
No Action 
Alternative 

Alternative 6 
No Project, 

Exclude Solar 

Alternative 7 
No Project, Approve 

Solar 
despite plans for 
restoration. 

despite plans for 
restoration. 

despite plans for 
restoration. 

despite plans for 
restoration. 

project-specific 
analysis. 

Special 
Designations 

No impacts from 
solar plant other 
than being 
visible from 
within some 
SMAs.  
Beneficial impact 
on SMAs by 
adjusting 
boundaries of 
Ivanpah DWMA 
to improve 
BLM’s 
management 
capability. 

No impacts from 
solar plant other 
than being 
visible from 
within some 
SMAs.  
Beneficial impact 
on SMAs by 
adjusting 
boundaries of 
Ivanpah DWMA 
to improve 
BLM’s 
management 
capability. 

No impacts from 
solar plant other 
than being 
visible from 
within some 
SMAs.  
Beneficial impact 
on SMAs by 
adjusting 
boundaries of 
Ivanpah DWMA 
to improve 
BLM’s 
management 
capability. 

No impacts from 
solar plant other 
than being 
visible from 
within some 
SMAs.  
Beneficial 
impact on SMAs 
by adjusting 
boundaries of 
Ivanpah DWMA 
to improve 
BLM’s 
management 
capability. 

No impacts. No impacts. No impacts at this 
time. Impacts 
associated with a 
future project are 
speculative and would 
be considered in future 
project-specific 
analysis. 

Transportation 
and Public 
Access 

Increased traffic 
due to delivery 
of materials and 
commuting. 

Same as Alt. 1, 
but for longer 
duration. 

Same as Alt. 1 Same as Alt. 1, 
but for shorter 
duration. 

No impacts. No impacts. No impacts at this 
time.  Impacts 
associated with a 
future project are 
speculative and would 
be considered in future 
project-specific 
analysis. 

Vegetation 
Resources 

Adverse impact 
by removal of 
2,023 ac of 
Mojave creosote 
bush scrub, 82 
occurrences of 
special-status 
species,  and 
146 ac of CDFG 
jurisdictional 
drainages. 

Adverse impact 
by removal of 
2,327 ac of 
Mojave creosote 
bush scrub and 
35 ac of Desert 
saltbush scrub, 
59 occurrences 
of special-status 
species,  and 
178 ac of CDFG 
jurisdictional 
drainages. 

Adverse impact 
by removal of 
2,114 ac of 
Mojave creosote 
bush scrub and 
28 ac of Desert 
saltbush scrub, 
90 occurrences 
of special-status 
species,  and 
142 ac of CDFG 
jurisdictional 
drainages. 

Adverse impact 
by removal of 
1,690 ac of 
Mojave creosote 
bush scrub and 
35 ac of Desert 
saltbush scrub, 
53 occurrences 
of special-status 
species,  and 
130 ac of CDFG 
jurisdictional 
drainages. 

No impacts. No impacts. No impacts from solar 
facility at this time.  
Future solar facility 
Impacts associated 
with a future project 
are speculative and 
would be considered in 
future project-specific 
analysis.  

Visual 
Resources 

Adverse impact 
by placing 
industrial-

Same type of 
impacts as Alt. 
1.  Magnitude 

Same type of 
impacts as Alt. 
1.  Magnitude 

Same type of 
impacts as Alt. 
1.  Magnitude 

No impacts. No impacts. No impacts at this 
time.  Impacts 
associated with a 
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Table ES-1. Comparison of Impacts by Alternative 

Resource 

Alternative 1 
Proposed 

Action 

Alternative 2 
2,385 Ac 

Alternative 

Alternative 3 
2,151 Ac 

Alternative 

Alternative 4 
Reduced 
Acreage 

Alternative 

Alternative 5 
No Action 
Alternative 

Alternative 6 
No Project, 

Exclude Solar 

Alternative 7 
No Project, Approve 

Solar 
appearing facility 
and night lighting 
on currently 
undeveloped 
land. 

increased due to 
placement of 
facility closer to 
viewers on 
Interstate 15 and 
Primm Valley 
Golf Course. 

increased due to 
placement of 
facility closer to 
viewers on 
Interstate 15. 

increased due 
to placement of 
facility closer to 
viewers on 
Interstate 15. 

future project are 
speculative and would 
be considered in future 
project-specific 
analysis. 

Water 
Resources 

Groundwater 
use likely to be 
supported by 
recharge rates, 
so no adverse 
impact expected.  
Surface water 
hydrology impact 
mitigated by 
avoiding 
placement of 
facilities within 
two main 
drainages. 

Same 
groundwater use 
impacts as Alt. 
1, but for longer 
duration. 

Same 
groundwater use 
impacts as Alt. 
1. 

Same 
groundwater 
use impacts as 
Alt. 1, but for 
shorter duration. 

No impacts. No impacts. No impacts at this 
time.  Impacts 
associated with a 
future project are 
speculative and would 
be considered in future 
project-specific 
analysis. 

Wild Horse and 
Burro 

No impacts. No impacts. No impacts. No impacts. No impacts. No impacts. No impacts at this 
time.  Impacts 
associated with a 
future project are 
speculative and would 
be considered in future 
project-specific 
analysis. 

Wildland Fire No impacts. No impacts. No impacts. No impacts. No impacts. No impacts. No impacts at this 
time.  Impacts 
associated with a 
future project are 
speculative and would 
be considered in future 
project-specific 
analysis. 

Wildlife 
Resources 

Adverse impact 
by displacement 
of a T&E species 
(desert tortoise) 

Adverse impact 
by displacement 
of a T&E species 
(desert tortoise) 

Adverse impact 
by displacement 
of a T&E species 
(desert tortoise) 

Adverse impact 
by displacement 
of a T&E 
species (desert 

No impacts. No impacts. No impacts from solar 
facility at this time.  
Impacts associated 
with a future project 
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Table ES-1. Comparison of Impacts by Alternative 

Resource 

Alternative 1 
Proposed 

Action 

Alternative 2 
2,385 Ac 

Alternative 

Alternative 3 
2,151 Ac 

Alternative 

Alternative 4 
Reduced 
Acreage 

Alternative 

Alternative 5 
No Action 
Alternative 

Alternative 6 
No Project, 

Exclude Solar 

Alternative 7 
No Project, Approve 

Solar 
and other wildlife 
(birds, insects, 
reptiles, 
mammals) from 
2,143 ac area.  
Impacts to 
individuals and 
habitat.  
Potential 
impacts in larger 
area where 
tortoises would 
be translocated.  
Potential 
adverse impact 
by reducing 
connectivity for 
tortoise and 
other species. 
Beneficial impact 
from expansion 
of DWMA. 

and other wildlife 
(birds, insects, 
reptiles, 
mammals) from 
2,385 ac area.  
Impacts to 
individuals and 
habitat.  
Potential 
impacts in larger 
area where 
tortoises would 
be translocated.  
Potential 
adverse impact 
by reducing 
connectivity for 
tortoise and 
other species. 
Beneficial impact 
from expansion 
of DWMA. 

and other wildlife 
(birds, insects, 
reptiles, 
mammals) from 
2,151 ac area.  
Impacts to 
individuals and 
habitat.  
Potential 
impacts in larger 
area where 
tortoises would 
be translocated.  
Potential 
reduction of 
north-south 
connectivity is 
improved by 
including buffer 
between facility 
and 
Metamorphic 
Hill. Beneficial 
impact from 
expansion of 
DWMA. 

tortoise) and 
other wildlife 
(birds, insects, 
reptiles, 
mammals) from 
1,766 ac area.  
Impacts to 
individuals and 
habitat.  
Potential 
impacts in larger 
area where 
tortoises would 
be translocated.  
Potential 
adverse impact 
by reducing 
connectivity for 
tortoise and 
other species. 
Beneficial 
impact from 
expansion of 
DWMA. 

are speculative and 
would be considered in 
future project-specific 
analysis.   
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1.0 Introduction and Project Overview 
This D raft P lan A mendment ( PA) and D raft E nvironmental I mpact S tatement/Environmental 
Impact Report (EIS/EIR) i s a joint document published by the U.S. Department o f t he Interior 
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and the County of San Bernardino, California (County). 

The D raft P A and E IS/EIR anal yzes t he i mpacts o f D esert S tateline, LLC ’s (Applicant’s) 
proposed Stateline Solar Farm Project.  The applicant, a wholly-owned subsidiary of First Solar 
Development, Inc. (First Solar), has filed Application CACA #48669 for a Right-of-Way (ROW) 
authorization with the BLM to construct, operate, maintain, and decommission an approximately 
2,143 acre ( ac), 300-megawatt ( MW) al ternating c urrent ( AC) s olar ph otovoltaic ( PV) ener gy 
generation f acility (Proposed Action or Project).  The proposed action would include t he P V 
generating facility, t he 220-kilovolt ( kV) generation i nterconnection ( gen-tie) t ransmission l ine, 
operations and maintenance facilities, and a site access road.  All of the pr oposed facilities 
would be located on public lands managed by the BLM Needles Field Office.  The location of 
the proposed facility within its regional context is shown in Figure 1-1 (See Appendix A for all 
figures referenced in the Draft PA and Draft EIS/EIR).  The proposed facility would be located in 
Ivanpah Valley near  t he California-Nevada border.  The proposed location i s approximately 2  
miles southwest of the community of Primm, Nevada, and approximately 0.5 miles to the west of 
Interstate 15 (I-15).  The proposed site layout is shown in Figure 1-2. 

The Draft PA and EIS/EIR analyzes the impacts of BLM approving a ROW g rant f or the 
construction, operations and maintenance, and decommissioning of the Project and associated 
amendment to the California Desert Conservation Area Plan 1980 (CDCA Plan; BLM 1980).  I t 
also analyzes the impacts of three alternative configurations of the Project, and three additional 
alternative land use plan amendments.    The EIS/EIR also analyzes the impacts of the approval 
of well per mits by  t he C ounty. This D raft E IS/EIR al so d iscusses m itigation m easures t hat, i f 
adopted, would avoid, minimize, or mitigate the adverse environmental impacts identified. 

In addi tion t o t hese d ecisions, t he D raft E IS/EIR evaluates t he following pot ential land 
management decisions that may need to be made with respect to resources within the Ivanpah 
Valley should a ROW grant be appr oved for the Project either as proposed or modified by the 
alternatives herein, including the: 

• Modification by B LM of t he boundar ies o f the existing I vanpah D esert Wildlife 
Management Area (DWMA) by adding the Northern Ivanpah Valley Unit to the existing 
DWMA; and 

• Modification by BLM of the configuration of open routes within the footprint of the ROWs 
being considered for the project. 

The f ull range o f dec isions t o be made as  a component o f eac h o f the al ternatives being 
analyzed is summarized in Table 1-1.  A detailed description of each of the potential decisions 
and actions, and their development into alternatives, is presented in Chapter 2. 
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Table 1-1. Decisions Associated with Various Alternatives 

Decision to be Made by 
Agencies 

Action Alternatives No Action/No Project Alternatives 

Alternative 1 
Proposed 

Action 

Alternative 2 
2,385 ac 

Alternative 

Alternative 3 
2,151 ac 

Alternative 

Alternative 4 
Reduced 
Acreage 

Alternative 

Alternative 5 
No Action 
Alternative 

Alternative 6 
No Project, 

Exclude Solar 

Alternative 7 
No Project, 

Approve Solar 
Issue ROW for 2,143 ac X       
Issue ROW for 2,385 ac  X      
Issue ROW for 2,151 ac   X     
Issue ROW for 1,766 ac    X    
Amend CDCA Plan to 
identify project as 
element of Plan 

X X X X    

Modify boundary of 
Ivanpah DWMA 

X X X X    

Modify open routes X X X X    
Approve well permits X X X X    
Amend CDCA Plan to 
identify site as 
unsuitable for solar 
development 

     X  

Amend CDCA Plan to 
identify site as suitable 
for future solar 
development 

      X 
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In c ompliance w ith t he N ational E nvironmental P olicy Act ( NEPA) and t he C alifornia 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the BLM and the County prepared this Draft EIS/EIR to 
inform the public about the Proposed Action and to meet the need of federal, state, and local 
permitting agencies in considering the Proposed Action.  Because the BLM’s authorization of a 
ROW grant for the project would require an amendment to the CDCA Plan, the Draft PA and 
EIS/EIR also satisfies the applicable requirements under the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act (FLPMA) and BLM’s land use planning regulations.  The information contained 
in this Draft EIS/EIR will be considered by the BLM in its deliberations regarding approval of the 
ROW grant and associated CDCA Plan Amendment and may also be c onsidered by the other 
agencies with regard to their respective permits, including the County, and other federal, state, 
and local agencies. 

 

Project Refinements after Initial Application Filing and after Publication of the NOI/NOP 
The i nitial appl ication f or a R OW grant for a s olar facility on t he pr oposed s ite was m ade b y 
OptiSolar, Inc. (OptiSolar) in December, 2006, for a grant covering 4,160 ac (First Solar 2012).  
In S eptember, 2008,  OptiSolar filed a P lan of  D evelopment ( POD) des cribing t heir p roposed 
6,400 ac, 380 MW solar facility using OptiSolar’s PV technology (OptiSolar 2008).  At that time, 
the entire 6,400 ac area was surveyed to identify biological resources. 

In April, 2009, OptiSolar became a w holly-owned subsidiary of  Fi rst Solar.  Fi rst Solar filed a 
Draft POD for their preferred project in April, 2010.  In that POD, the proposal was for a 300 MW 
facility encompassing approximately 3,011 ac, and using First Solar’s thin film cadmium telluride 
(CdTe) PV technology.   

A revised POD was submitted by First Solar in September, 2010 (First Solar 2010).  The revised 
POD ev aluated a P roject S tudy A rea o f 5 ,518 ac , and p roposed t hree po tential s ite 
configurations within that Project Study Area.   

In August, 2011, BLM published a Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an Environmental Impact 
Statement under  N EPA, and t he C ounty publ ished a N otice of  P reparation (NOP) for an 
Environmental Impact Report under CEQA.  The project scoping meeting was held on August 
31, 2011, with the public scoping continuing through September 23, 2011. 

The most recent revised POD was submitted on August 17, 2011 by the Applicant (First Solar 
2011).  T his POD proposed a  Project S tudy A rea o f app roximately 5, 850.  In th is POD, the 
Project S tudy A rea s hifted s lightly to t he s outh and eas t t o av oid r esources i dentified dur ing 
initial s urveys.  T he or iginal P roject S tudy A rea and t he c urrent P roject Study A rea t ogether 
comprise 6, 400 ac .  Based on the results of t he inventories, t he A pplicant eliminated t wo 
potential site configurations, and added an additional configuration for consideration. 

During the BLM’s and t he C ounty’s r eview of  the as sociated technical reports, the a gencies’ 
technical s taff w orked with the A pplicant to c onsider f urther m odified configurations as 
alternatives to reduce adverse impacts.   

  

1.1 Purpose and Need 
NEPA guidance published by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) states that the 
Purpose and N eed s ection of  an  E nvironmental I mpact S tatement “shall br iefly s pecify t he 
underlying purpose and need to which the agency is responding in proposing the alternatives 
including the proposed action” (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] §1502.13). The following 
discussion sets forth the purpose of and need for the project as required under NEPA. 
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1.1.1 BLM Purpose and Need 
In accordance with FLPMA (Section 103(c)), public lands are to be m anaged for multiple uses 
that take i nto ac count the l ong-term needs  o f future generations for r enewable and non -
renewable resources.  The Secretary of the Interior is authorized to grant ROWs on public lands 
for systems of generation, transmission, and distribution of electric energy (Section 501(a)(4)).  
Taking into account the BLM’s multiple use mandate, the purpose and need for the Proposed 
Action is to respond to a FLPMA ROW application submitted by the Applicant to construct, 
operate, m aintain, and  dec ommission a s olar ener gy-generating facility and  as sociated 
infrastructure on publ ic lands administered by the BLM in accordance with FLPMA, BLM ROW 
regulations, and other applicable Federal laws and policies. 

In conjunction with FLPMA, the Proposed Action would, if approved, assist the BLM in 
addressing the following management objectives: 

• Executive Order 13212, dated May 18, 2001, which mandates that agencies act 
expediently and in a m anner consistent with applicable laws to increase the production 
and transmission of energy in a safe and environmentally sound manner.” 

• Section 211 o f the Energy P olicy A ct 2005 ( EPAct), w hich establishes a g oal for the 
Secretary of  t he Interior t o app rove 10,000 MW o f non-hydropower r enewable ener gy 
projects on the public lands by 2012. 

• Secretarial Order 3285A1, dated March 11, 2009, and am ended on February 22, 2010, 
which “establishes the development of renewable energy as a priority of the Department 
of the Interior.” 

The BLM will decide whether to deny the proposed ROW, grant the ROW, or grant the ROW 
with modifications.  The BLM may include any terms, conditions, and s tipulations it determines 
to be in the public interest, and may include modifying the proposed use or changing the route 
or location of the proposed facilities (43 CFR 2805.10(a)(1)). 

In c onnection with its decision on the Proposed Action, t he BLM will also c onsider potential 
amendments to the CDCA Plan.  The CDCA plan, while recognizing the potential compatibility 
of solar energy facilities on public lands, requires that all sites associated with power generation 
or transmission not identified in the plan be considered through the land use plan amendment 
process.  B LM pol icy encourages the avoidance of development on lands with high conflict or 
sensitive r esource v alues ( Instruction M emorandum [ IM] 2011-061).  W hile t he B LM is not  
required to formally determine whether certain high conflict lands are or are not suitable for solar 
energy development, if BLM decides to make that decision, it must amend the CDCA plan.  
Here, the BLM is potentially deciding whether to amend the CDCA plan to identify the Project 
site as suitable or unsuitable for solar energy development.  At the same time, the BLM will also 
decide whether to amend the CDCA plan to make high conflict or sensitive resource value areas 
within the project application area unavailable for solar development. 

 

1.1.2 San Bernardino County Purpose and Need 
As par t o f t he Proposed Action, t he A pplicant h as s ubmitted well c onstruction per mits to t he 
County for up to two groundwater production wells and three groundwater m onitoring wells.  
The w ells would be us ed t o pr oduce groundwater for dus t s uppression, fire r esponse du ring 
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construction, and for fire response and s anitary purposes dur ing operations.  I ssuing the well 
permits is a discretionary action on the part of the County, and therefore warrants CEQA review. 

 

1.1.3 Applicant’s Objectives 
The purpose and need des cribes BLM and the County’s purpose and n eed f or t he Proposed 
Action, not  t he A pplicant’s i nterests and obj ectives.  H owever, t he A pplicant’s i nterests and  
objectives, including any constraints or flexibility with respect to their proposal, help to inform the 
BLM’s and County’s decisions and cannot be ignored in the NEPA and CEQA process.  This 
information helps the BLM and County to determine which project alternatives are feasible for 
purposes of detailed analysis as part of the NEPA and CEQA processes.  This information also 
helps i nform the det ermination t hat certain al ternatives ar e unr easonable and t hus el iminated 
from detailed analysis (BLM IM 2011-059). 

The A pplicant’s s tated purpose for t he pr oject i s t o c reate a c lean, renewable s ource of 
electricity that helps meet California’s growing demand for power and helps fulfill national and 
state renewable ener gy g oals and greenhouse gas ( GHG) emissions reduction r equirements.  
The s tate’s Renewable Portfolio S tandard ( RPS) and G HG emissions reduction r equirements 
include the requirements set forth in Senate Bills (SB) 1078 and X1-2 (California RPS Program), 
Assembly Bill (AB) 32 (California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006), and the Governor’s 
Executive Order S-14-08 to increase the state’s Renewable Energy Standard to 33 percent 
renewable power by 2020.  In particular: 

• California’s RPS mandate requires the state’s Investor-Owned Utilities (IOUs) to supply 
33 percent of California’s total electricity through renewable energy generation by 2020, 
as s et forth i n S B 1078 ( establishing t he C alifornia R PS P rogram) and S B X 1-2 
(accelerating the requirement to 33 percent requirement to 2020). 

• California’s G HG emission r eduction goals set forth i n AB 32 r equire t he s tate’s GHG 
emissions to be reduced to 1990 levels by 2020. 

The Applicant’s specific objectives for the project, as stated in their Plan of Development (First 
Solar 2011) are: 

• Deploy a technology t hat has  been c ommercially pr oven and t hat i s s afe, readily 
available, environmentally responsible, and acceptable to the public utilities; 

• Establish 300 MW of generating capacity for emission-free PV solar electricity in an area 
of hi gh s olar insolation and i n pr oximity t o ex isting t ransmission i nfrastructure, w hile 
avoiding, minimizing, and mitigating the impacts to environmentally sensitive areas; 

• Develop a project that is feasible to construct and operate while providing utility 
customers w ith a c ost-competitive, c leaner al ternative t o c onventionally g enerated 
electricity; 

• Provide community benefits through new jobs, spending in local businesses, and 
additional sales tax revenues; 

• Employ an av erage o f appr oximately 400 on -site w orkers du ring the 2 t o 4 y ear 
construction period; 

• Interconnect t o the ne wly upg raded E l D orado-Ivanpah t ransmission l ine, w hich i s 
located in a federally-designated transmission corridor near the project site; and 

• Generate electricity in an arid environment with minimal water use. 
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1.2 General Location and Map 
The proposed facility would be a 300 MW solar energy facility located on appr oximately 2,143 
ac in eastern San Bernardino County, California (Figure 1-1).  The proposed facility would be 
located entirely on BLM-administered lands in Ivanpah Valley, approximately 2 miles south of 
the California-Nevada border, and 0.5 miles west of I-15. 

As shown on Fi gure 1 -2, t he p roposed facility would consist o f a s ingle 2,143 ac ar ea which 
would be used to place arrays of solar panels. The project would be located approximately 2 
miles from the Southern California Edison (SCE) Ivanpah Substation, and would connect to the 
substation through a 2 .3 mile 220 kV gen-tie transmission line.  The gen-tie line would also be 
located on BLM land, and would be included within the ROW for the solar facility.  The Ivanpah 
Substation is also located on BLM land, but is authorized under a separate ROW. Access to the 
site would use the Yates Well Road exit from I-15, following a 40-foot wide, 1.7 mile long gravel 
road to the facility entrance. 

The proposed solar facility would be located near other developed areas within Ivanpah Valley.  
The facility w ould be located di rectly adj acent to t he eas tern bounda ry of  the I vanpah S olar 
Electric G enerating S ystem ( Ivanpah S EGS, w hich i s c urrently und er c onstruction), and  
approximately 1 m ile north of the Primm Valley Golf Course.  Three casino/hotels, apartments, 
and associated restaurants and gas stations are located in Primm, NV, approximately 3 miles to 
the northeast of the proposed facility.  The Molycorp Minerals, LLC rare earth m etals m ine, 
which is currently expanding operations, is located approximately 8 m iles west of the proposed 
facility. 

The p roposed facility would be l ocated w ithin t he boundar ies o f designated utility c orridors 
which are designated in BLM’s CDCA Plan (see Figure 1-3).  At the location where I-15 crosses 
the California-Nevada border, two branches of Corridor BB and Corridor D converge.   Corridor 
BB in this location is also designated as the West-Wide Energy Corridor 225-27.  The proposed 
facility would be l ocated entirely within the footprint of these corridors where they converge on 
the north side of the golf course. 

The utility corridor on the northern boundary of the proposed site (Corridor D) includes a natural 
gas transmission line operated by Kern River Gas Transmission (Kern River), as well as power 
transmission lines operated by the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) and 
the Intermountain Power Agency.  The utility corridor on the southern boundary of the proposed 
site (Corridor BB) includes power transmission lines operated by LADWP and SCE.  The gen-tie 
line proposed as part of the Proposed Action would be placed within Corridor BB. 

The proposed site is located near, but not within, several special land use areas.  The facility 
would be v isible f rom l ocations w ithin t he M ojave N ational P reserve ( administered by  t he 
National Park Service [NPS]), Ivanpah DWMA, Clark Mountain Area of Critical Environmental 
Concern (ACEC), Stateline Wilderness, and Mesquite Wilderness.  The facility is located within 
the boundaries of the Clark Mountain Grazing Allotment.   
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1.3 Agency Roles and Authorizations 
The primary authorizing laws and regulations are summarized below, by agency. 

 

1.3.1 Bureau of Land Management 
Solar Facility ROW Grant 
The BLM’s authority, policies, and guidance for making decisions related to the Proposed Action 
flow from: 

• Title V of the FLPMA (43 United States Code [U.S.C.] 1701, et. seq.,) which authorizes 
BLM to issue ROW grants for systems for generation, transmission, and distribution of 
electric energy; 

• Section 211 o f the EPAct ( 119 S tat. 594 , 600) , wh ich states that t he Secretary o f t he 
interior should seek to have approved a m inimum of 10,000 MW of renewable energy 
generating capacity on public lands by 2015;  

• BLM’s S olar Energy D evelopment P olicy pr ovided i n I M 2011 -003 ( dated O ctober 7, 
2010), as  c larified i n I M 2011 -059 ( NEPA C ompliance f or U tility-Scale R enewable 
Energy Right-of-Way Authorizations, February 7,  2011) , IM 2011-060 (Solar and Wind 
Energy Applications – Due Diligence, February 7, 2011), and I M 2011 -061 ( Solar and 
Wind Energy Applications – Pre-Application and Screening, February 7, 2011); and 

• Secretarial Order 3285A1 (dated March 11, 2009, and amended February 22, 2010) 

Section 3. 1 of t he B LM N EPA H andbook specifies t hat, as  a Feder al agency, the B LM m ust 
meet N EPA r equirements w henever a B LM dec ision w ould r esult i n an  e ffect on the hu man 
environment.  Section 3.3 of the handbook states that, as part of considering a proposal 
submitted to the BLM by others, the agency must determine if the proposal is in conformance 
with the Land Use Plan (LUP), and determine what level of NEPA documentation is required.  
The process used to determine the level of NEPA documentation required is outlined in Figure 
1.1 of the handbook and, in the case of this application, BLM determined that an EIS was the 
appropriate level of NEPA documentation to evaluate the effects of the proposed ROW grant. 

 
Plan Amendment 

The resource management plan covering the Proposed Action is the BLM’s CDCA Plan of 
1980, as amended. The Project Study Area is within the planning area designated under a 
2002 am endment to the CDCA P lan—the Final Ca lifornia Desert Conservation Area P lan 
Amendments f or the Northern and Eastern Mojave Desert Planning Area (NEMO). In  the 
CDCA Plan and NEMO amendment, the location of the Proposed Action includes land that 
is classified as Multiple Use Class L (Limited Use). Chapter 3 (Energy Production and Utility 
Corridors E lement) of  the C DCA P lan, as  am ended, r equires t hat n ewly pr oposed power 
generation s ites that are not  already identified in the Plan be considered through the plan 
amendment process. The application area is not identified within the Plan and, therefore, a 
plan amendment i s required t o include t he ar ea as  a recognized el ement w ithin t he P lan 
and to determine the suitability of the application area for solar development. 

In response to the application, BLM has also identified a need to consider modification of 
the bou ndaries of  t he c urrently-existing I vanpah D WMA in or der t o pr ovide a dditional 
protection to resources in the project area.  This action also requires an amendment to the 
CDCA Plan. 
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This EIS acts as the mechanism for complying with NEPA and CDCA requirements for both 
proposed plan amendments. 
 

1.3.2 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
The U .S. Fi sh and Wildlife S ervice ( USFWS) has  jurisdiction to p rotect t hreatened and  
endangered species under the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) [16 U.S.C Section 1531 
et. seq.].  Fo rmal consultation with the USFWS under Section 7 o f the ESA is required for any 
federal action that may adversely affect a federally-listed species. This consultation associated 
with the proposed ROW grant for a solar facility has been initiated through a request by BLM to 
initiate formal consultation and the submittal of a Biological Assessment (BA). 

 

1.3.3 San Bernardino County 
Under Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) Agreement No. 03-1211 between BLM and the 
County, facilities r equiring groundwater w ells f all under  t he C ounty’s j urisdiction, and  w ould 
therefore be required to c omply w ith C ounty O rdinance N o. 3872 regarding pe rmitting and  
monitoring o f groundwater ex traction w ells.  B ecause the P roposed A ction w ould i nclude 
installation of  groundwater ex traction w ells, i mplementation o f the pr oposed facility would 
require discretionary approval from the County with respect to issuance of well permits from the 
Environmental Health Services Department.  Because the County must take a discretionary 
action, t he C ounty w ill be r esponsible f or c ertifying t he Fi nal E IS/EIR af ter reviewing t he 
document for c onsistency with C EQA r equirements ( CEQA G uidelines §15090).  I f t he Final 
EIS/EIR de monstrates that t he P roposed A ction w ould hav e s ignificant and unav oidable ( not 
mitigable) impacts and the County decides to approve the project, then the County will need to 
adopt a “ Statement o f Overriding C onsiderations” ex plaining t he r easons for app roving t he 
project despite its significant impacts (CEQA Guidelines §15093). 

 

1.3.4 California Department of Fish and Game 
The C alifornia D epartment o f Fi sh and G ame ( CDFG) has  t he aut hority t o pr otect w ater 
resources of the state through regulation of modifications to streambeds, under Section 1602 of 
the Fish and Game Code. The BLM and the applicant have provided information to CDFG to 
assist i n t heir det ermination o f t he i mpacts t o s treambeds, and i dentification o f per mit and  
mitigation requirements.  

CDFG also has the authority to regulate potential impacts to species that are protected under 
the C alifornia E ndangered S pecies A ct (CESA).  The A pplicant will need t o file an  i ncidental 
Take Permit application with CDFG. 

The CDFG i s a trustee agency t hat has jurisdiction over CEQA pr ojects t hat i nvolve f ish and 
wildlife, r are and  endangered na tive plants, w ildlife a reas, and  ecological r eserves.  A lthough 
CDFG does not have authority to approve or disapprove of the Proposed Action, the County, as 
the lead CEQA agency, is required to consult with CDFG.  The CDFG will review and comment 
on t his E IR, and w ill m ake recommendations r egarding those r esources ov er w hich i t has  
jurisdiction. 
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1.4 Policy Consistency and Land Use Plan Conformance 
1.4.1 Relationship of Proposed Action to BLM Policies, Plans, and Programs 
1.4.1.1 Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 
FLPMA pr ovides t he B LM’s ov erarching m andate t o m anage the publ ic l ands and r esources 
under i ts s tewardship under the pr inciples o f multiple use and s ustained y ield. Multiple-use is 
defined as: “a combination of balanced and diverse resource uses that takes into account the 
long-term need s o f future generations for r enewable and nonr enewable r esources” ( FLPMA 
§103(c)).  FLPMA requires the BLM to develop, maintain, and, when appropriate, revise land 
use plans for public lands.  (FLPMA §202(a)). In processing a land use plan amendment, BLM 
must comply with the BLM Planning Regulations (43 Federal Register [FR] Part 1600) and the 
BLM Land Use Planning Handbook (H-1601-1; March 2005). 

 

1.4.1.2 California Desert Conservation Area (CDCA) Plan 
The CDCA encompasses 25 million acres of land in Southern California, and was designated by 
Congress in 1976 through the FLPMA.  The BLM manages approximately 10 million acres of 
the CDCA.  Congress directed the BLM to prepare and implement a comprehensive, long-range 
plan for the management, use, development, and protection of public lands within the CDCA. 
The CDCA Plan, as amended, is based on the concepts of multiple use, sustained yield, and 
maintenance of env ironmental quality. The CDCA P lan provides overall r egional guidance for 
management of the public lands within the CDCA and establishes long-term goals for protection 
and use of the CDCA. 

The CDCA Plan establishes four multiple use classes (MUCs), MUC guidelines, and plan 
elements for s pecific resources o r ac tivities s uch as  motorized-vehicle ac cess, r ecreation, 
vegetation, and utility corridors.  The multiple use classes are: 

• Class C  ( Controlled U se).  A bout four m illion ac res a re C lass C.  These i nclude 69  
wilderness areas (3,667,020 ac) created by Congress with the October 1994 passage of 
the California Desert Protection Act.  These lands are to be preserved in a natural state; 
access generally is limited to nonmotorized, nonmechanized means – on foot or 
horseback. 

• Class L (Limited Use). About four million acres are Class L.  These lands are managed 
to pr otect s ensitive, na tural, scenic, e cological, and c ultural r esource v alues. T hey 
provide for generally lower-intensity, carefully controlled multiple uses that do not 
significantly diminish resource values. 

• Class M  ( Moderate U se). A bout 1 .5 million ac res a re C lass M .  These l ands ar e 
managed i n a c ontrolled bal ance bet ween hi gher-intensity us e and pr otection. A  w ide 
variety of  us es s uch as m ining, l ivestock gr azing, r ecreation, ener gy, and ut ility 
development are allowed.  Any damage that permitted uses cause must be mitigated. 

• Class I (Intensive Use).  About 500,000 ac are Class I.  These lands are managed for 
concentrated use to meet human needs.  Reasonable protection is provided for sensitive 
natural v alues and m itigation o f i mpacts, and i mpacted a reas ar e r ehabilitated w hen 
possible. 

The location of the proposed facility is classified as MUC L.  T he Plan states that solar energy 
facilities may be allowed within Class L areas after NEPA requirements are met. Because solar 
energy facilities are an a llowable use of the land as classified in the CDCA Plan, the Proposed 
Action does  not  c onflict w ith t he C DCA P lan.  However, C hapter 3,  “Energy P roduction and  
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Utility Corridors Element” of the CDCA Plan requires that newly proposed power facilities that 
are not already identified in the CDCA Plan be considered through the Plan Amendment 
process.  Since t he p roposed solar facility i s no t currently i dentified w ithin t he CDCA P lan, a  
plan amendment i s required t o i nclude t he facility as  a r ecognized el ement w ithin t he C DCA 
Plan. This draft PA and dr aft EIS/EIR will act as the mechanism for complying with the NEPA 
and Land U se P lan am endment requirements of t he C DCA P lan r elevant t o t he P roposed 
Action.   

As pr esented i n T able 1 -1, t he plan amendment pr ocess i s al so bei ng us ed w ithin t his D raft 
EIS/EIR t o ev aluate the pr oposed m odification of  t he bounda ries o f t he c urrently-existing 
Ivanpah DWMA.  

 

Planning Criteria (BLM) 
The CDCA Plan planning criteria are the constraints and ground rules that guide and direct the 
development of the PA. They ensure that the PA is tailored to the identified issues and ensure 
that unnecessary data collection and anal yses are avoided. They focus on the decisions to be 
made in the PA to achieve the following: 

“Sites as sociated w ith pow er g eneration or  t ransmission not  i dentified i n t he P lan will be  
considered through the Plan Amendment process.” 

Because the s ite for t he proposed facility i s not  currently identified within the CDCA P lan, an  
amendment to identify the proposed facility within the CDCA Plan is hereby proposed.  A  Plan 
Amendment is also required for the associated management action of modifying the boundary 
of a DWMA. 

As s pecified i n C hapter 7  of t he CDCA  P lan, “ Plan A mendment P rocess”, t here ar e t hree 
categories of Plan Amendments, including: 

• Category 1, for proposed changes that will not result in significant environmental impact 
or analysis through an Environmental Impact Statement; 

• Category 2, for proposed changes that would require a significant change in the location 
or extent of a multiple-use class designation; and 

• Category 3, to accommodate a request for a specific use or activity that will require 
analysis beyond the Plan Amendment Decision. 

Based on these criteria, approval of the proposed facility and modified DWMA boundaries would 
each r equire a C ategory 3 am endment.  The s ection bel ow s ummarizes t he pr ocedures 
necessary to evaluate the proposed PA, as well as the procedures required to perform the 
environmental review of the ROW application. 

 

Plan Amendment Process 
The P lan A mendment p rocess i s out lined i n C hapter 7  o f t he CDCA Plan. I n anal yzing an  
applicant’s request for amending or changing the CDCA Plan, the BLM District Manager will: 

1. Determine if the request has been properly submitted and if any law or regulation 
prohibits granting the requested amendment. 

2. Determine if alternative locations within the CDCA are available which would meet the 
applicant’s needs  without r equiring a c hange i n t he P lan’s c lassification, or  an  
amendment to any Plan element. 
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3. Determine the env ironmental e ffects o f granting and/ or i mplementing the applicant’s 
request. 

4. Consider t he ec onomic and s ocial i mpacts o f granting and /or i mplementing t he 
applicant’s request. 

5. Provide opportunities for and consideration o f public c omment on the proposed 
amendment, including i nput f rom t he public and f rom f ederal, S tate, and  l ocal 
government agencies. 

6. Evaluate t he e ffect o f t he pr oposed am endment on B LM m anagement’s des ert-wide 
obligation t o ac hieve and m aintain a bal ance bet ween r esource us e and r esource 
protection. 

 
Decision Criteria for Evaluation of Proposed Plan Amendment 
The D ecision C riteria t o be us ed f or appr oval or  di sapproval of  t he proposed am endment 
require that the following determinations be made by the BLM Desert District Manager: 

1. The proposed amendment is in accordance with applicable laws and regulations; and 

2. The proposed amendment will provide for the immediate and future management, use, 
development, and protection of the public lands within the CDCA. 

The B LM D esert D istrict M anager w ill bas e t he r ationale for t hese determinations on t he 
principles of multiple use, sustained yield, and maintenance of environmental quality as required 
in FLPMA. 

 

Decision Criteria for Evaluation of Application 
In addi tion t o de fining t he r equired anal yses an d D ecision C riteria for plan amendments, t he 
CDCA Plan also def ines the Decision Criteria to be used to evaluate future applications in the 
Energy Production and Utility Corridors Element of Chapter 3. These Decision Criteria include: 

1. Minimize the number of separate rights-of-way by utilizing e xisting rights-of-way as a 
basis for planning corridors; 

2. Encourage joint-use of corridors for transmission lines, canals, pipelines, and cables; 

3. Provide alternative corridors to be considered during processing of applications; 

4. Avoid sensitive resources wherever possible; 

5. Conform to local plans whenever possible; 

6. Consider wilderness values and be consistent with final wilderness recommendations; 

7. Complete the delivery systems network; 

8. Consider ongoing projects for which decisions have been made; and 

9. Consider c orridor net works which t ake i nto ac count pow er needs  and  alternative f uel 
resources. 

The BLM will include a s tatement in the Record of Decision evaluating these criteria based on 
the i nformation c ontained i n t his D raft EIS and on  comments received dur ing t he publ ic 
comment period on this Draft EIS. 
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1.4.1.3 Final P rogrammatic Environmental Impact S tatement f or S olar E nergy 
Development in Six Southwestern States 
In July, 2012, BLM and t he Department of Energy (DOE) published the Final Programmatic 
Environmental I mpact Statement (PEIS) for S olar E nergy D evelopment i n S ix S outhwestern 
States.  BLM’s purpose and need in developing the PEIS was to respond to a need t o respond 
in a m ore e fficient and effective manner to the high interest in s iting u tility-scale solar energy 
development on publ ic lands, and to ensure consistent application of measures to mitigate the 
impacts of solar development.  To accomplish this, the PEIS analyzed two action alternatives.  
The preferred alternative categorizes BLM-managed public lands into: 

• Areas that are well-suited for utility-scale solar ener gy production (identified as Solar 
Energy Zones [SEZs]); 

• Areas excluded from future solar development; and 
• Variance areas, in which solar applications may be considered under a defined variance 

process. 

In addition to defining the these areas, and the required processes for considering applications 
within the SEZs and variance areas, the PEIS also prescribed programmatic design features for 
all pr oposed s olar pr ojects, and c ommitted t o developing a l ong-term s olar m onitoring and 
adaptive management plan (Solar LTMP).  The programmatic design features and Solar LTMP 
are intended to avoid, minimize, and, if necessary, offset impacts from proposed solar projects. 

At t his t ime, a R ecord of  D ecision ( ROD) h as not  been i ssued t o i mplement any  o f t he 
alternatives evaluated i n t he P EIS.  In addi tion, the P EIS r eaffirms t hat BLM i s c ommitted t o 
processing pending applications that meet due diligence and siting requirements under existing 
land use plans.  A s a pe nding appl ication l isted in Table B -2 o f the PEIS, t he proposed Fi rst 
Solar Stateline Solar Farm project will not be subject to the new program elements adopted in 
the Solar PEIS ROD. 

 

1.4.1.4 California Desert Renewable Energy Conservation Plan 
The C alifornia D esert Renewable E nergy C onservation P lan ( DRECP) i s a l andscape-level 
planning effort currently underway in California.  The DRECP covers approximately 22.5 million 
acres of federal and nonfederal land in the Mojave and Colorado (Sonoran) Deserts in southern 
California.  The purpose of the DRECP is to advance federal and state species and ecosystem 
conservation g oals, w hile al so f acilitating t he timely per mitting o f r enewable ener gy pr ojects.  
The DRECP will include potential amendments to the CDCA Plan and other BLM land use 
plans, and a Habitat Conservation Plan developed in accordance with the Endangered Species 
Act and a N atural Communities Conservation Plan developed in accordance with the California 
Natural Communities Conservation Planning Act.  Based on t hese considerations, the DRECP 
may s erve as  t he bas is f or t he B LM’s identification o f priority ar eas for r enewable ener gy 
development (Development Focus Areas, t o include other renewable energy t ypes other than 
solar), modify the PEIS’s SEZs, and/or identifying additional development exclusion areas.  At 
this time, a D raft EIS for the DRECP has not been published.  And while the DRECP includes 
potential land use plan amendments to the CDCA Plan, existing land use plan decisions remain 
in effect during the BLM’s consideration of those Plan amendments and until a final decision is 
made on t hem (BLM Land Use Planning Handbook H -1601-1; March 2005 page 47).  
Therefore, the BLM is evaluating the Applicant’s ROW grant application under existing CDCA 
Plan requirements/criteria, as detailed in Section 1.4.1.2 above. 
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1.4.2 Relationship of Proposed Action to non-BLM Policies, Plans, and Programs 
1.4.2.1 Relationship to Federal Plans, Policies, Programs, and Laws 
National Environmental Policy Act  
NEPA (42 U.S.C. 4321 et. seq.) declares a continuing federal policy that directs “a systematic, 
interdisciplinary approach” to planning and decision-making. NEPA requires the preparation of 
environmental s tatements for “ major Fede ral ac tions s ignificantly affecting t he q uality of t he 
human environment.”  CEQ’s Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provisions of NEPA 
(40 C FR P arts 1500 -1508) r equire Feder al ag encies t o i dentify and as sess r easonable 
alternatives to proposed actions.  Federal agencies are further directed to emphasize significant 
environmental i ssues i n pr oject pl anning and to i ntegrate i mpact s tudies r equired by  ot her 
environmental l aws an d E xecutive O rders i nto t he N EPA pr ocess. In processing R OW 
applications, BLM must also comply with the Department of the Interior’s regulations applicable 
to implementing the procedural requirements of NEPA (43 CFR Part 46), as well as BLM’s 
NEPA Handbook (H-1790-1; January 2008). 

 

Clean Air Act 
The Clean Air Act (CAA) (42 U.S.C. 7401-7661), as amended, regulates air pollution to improve 
air quality. It regulates air emissions from area, stationary, and mobile sources. This law also 
authorizes the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to establish National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards to protect public health and the environment.  In addition, Section 309 of  the 
CAA directs the EPA to review proposed actions of federal agencies in accordance with NEPA, 
and t o m ale t hose r eviews pub lic.  U nder S ection 309,  E PA pr ovides c omments on N EPA 
documentation and, if sufficient revisions are not made, EPA may refer the matter to the CEQ 
for mediation. 

 

Clean Water Act 
The Clean Water Act (CWA) (33 U.S.C. 1251-1376) provides guidance for the restoration and 
maintenance of the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the nation’s waters.  Section 
401 requires that an applicant for a Federal license or permit that allows activities resulting in a 
discharge to waters of the U.S. must obtain a certification that the discharge complies with other 
provisions of the CWA.  The Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs) administer the 
certification pr ogram i n C alifornia.  S ection 4 02 es tablishes a  per mitting s ystem for t he 
discharge of any pollutant (except dredge or fill material) from a poi nt source into waters if the 
U.S.  Section 404 establishes a permit program administered by the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE) regulating the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the U.S., 
including wetlands.  T he CWA al so contains the r equirements unde r which t he RWQCBs set 
water quality standards for all contaminants in surface waters. 

 

Endangered Species Act of 1973 
The ESA (16 U .S.C. 1531-1543) and  subsequent a mendments p rovide g uidance for t he 
conservation o f endan gered and threatened s pecies and t he ecosystems upon w hich t hey 
depend.  The USFWS administers the ESA. The major components of the ESA are: 

• Provisions for the listing of threatened and endangered species; 

• The requirement for consultation w ith t he USFWS on Feder al p rojects t hat may a ffect 
listed species or their habitat; 
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• Prohibitions against “take” of listed species. Under ESA, the definition of “take” is to 
“harass, har m, pursue, hunt, s hoot, wound, kill, t rap, c apture, c ollect, o r t o a ttempt to 
engage in any such conduct;” and 

• Provisions f or per mits t o al low t he i ncidental t aking o f threatened an d endang ered    
species. 

 
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as Amended 
The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) (16 U.S.C. 470) requires Federal agencies with 
jurisdiction over a proposed Federal project to take into account the effect of the undertaking on 
cultural r esources l isted or  el igible f or l isting on  t he National Register of  H istoric P laces, and  
requires that the agencies a fford the S tate H istoric P reservation Office (SHPO), any  a ffected 
Indian tribe, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, and the public with an opportunity to 
comment on the undertaking. 

 

1.4.2.2 Relationship to State and Local Laws, Plans, Policies, and Programs 
California Environmental Quality Act 
Under the provisions of the CEQA, the purpose of an environmental impact report is “to identify 
the significant effects on the environment of a project, to identify alternatives to the project, and 
to indicate the manner in which those significant effects can be mitigated or avoided.” (Public 
Resources Code Section 21002.1[a]). The intentions of CEQA are to: (1) inform governmental 
decision-makers and t he publ ic about  t he pot entially s ignificant env ironmental e ffects o f 
proposed ac tivities, ( 2) identify t he ways that env ironmental dam age c an be a voided or  
significantly reduced, (3) prevent significant, avoidable damage to the environment by requiring 
changes i n pr ojects t hrough t he us e o f al ternatives or  m itigation m easures w hen t he 
governmental agency finds the changes to be feasible, and (4) disclose to the public the 
reasons why a governmental agency approved the project in the manner the agency chose if 
significant env ironmental ef fects ar e i nvolved ( State C EQA G uidelines S ection 15002:  P ublic 
Resources Code Section 21002.1). 

 

California Endangered Species Act 
The CESA (Fish and Game Code 2050 et. seq.) established the policy of the State to conserve, 
protect, r estore, and en hance t hreatened or  en dangered s pecies and t heir habi tats.  C ESA 
mandates that State agencies should not approve projects that would jeopardize the continued 
existence of threatened or endangered species if reasonable and prudent alternatives are 
available that would avoid jeopardy.  There are no State agency consultation procedures under 
CESA.  For projects that affect a species that is both State and Federally listed, compliance with 
the Federal ESA will satisfy CESA if the CDFG determines that the Federal incidental take 
authorization is consistent with CESA under Fish and Game Code Section 2080.1 and issues a 
Consistency Determination to that effect.  For projects that will result in a take of a State-only 
listed species, an application must apply for a take permit under Section 2081(b). 

 

California Fish and Game Code, Streambed Alteration Agreements 
Sections 1601 to 1603 of the California Fish and Game Code require notifying CDFG prior to 
constructing any project that would divert, obstruct, or change the natural flow, bed, channel, or 
bank of any river, stream, or lake.  Preliminary notification and project review generally occur 
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during the env ironmental r eview pr ocess.  When an ex isting f ish o r w ildlife r esource may be 
substantially adversely affected, the CDFG is required to propose reasonable project changes 
and/or mitigation to p rotect t he r esource.  These not ifications a re formalized i n a S treambed 
Alteration Agreement that becomes part of the plans, specifications, and bid documents for the 
project. 

 

State Historic Preservation Officer 
The California SHPO reviews state programs and projects that may impact historical resources 
that are located on s tate-owned land pursuant to California Public Resources Code §5024 and 
5024.5.  

 
California’s Renewable Portfolio Standard 
California’s RP S r equires I OUs, p ublicly-owned ut ilities, and ener gy s ervice pr oviders t o 
increase purchases of renewable energy such that at least 33 percent of retail sales are 
procured from renewable energy resources by December 31, 2020.  In the interim, each entity is 
required t o pr ocure an average o f 20 per cent o f renewable ener gy f or t he per iod J anuary 1,  
2011, through December 31, 2013; 25 percent by December 31, 2016; and 33 percent by 2020.  
These R PS r equirements ar e s et forth i n S B 1078 ( 2001-2002 R eg. S ess.) (establishing t he 
California RPS Program) and SB 107 ( 2005-2006 Reg. Sess.), and S B X1-2 (accelerating the 
requirement to 33 percent requirement to 2020). 

 
San Bernardino County General Plan 
The County’s General P lan g overns l and us e pl anning and dev elopment dec isions i n t he 
unincorporated ar eas o f t he C ounty. The pl an contains t he goals, pol icies, and i mplementing 
actions for a v ariety of  issues, including natural and m an-made hazards and natural and m an-
made resources.  

The E nergy s ubsection o f t he C onservation E lement s tates that t he “ County will s ite ener gy 
facilities equitably in order to minimize net energy use and consumption of natural resources, 
and av oid inappropriately bur dening c ertain c ommunities. E nergy pl anning s hould c onserve 
energy and reduce peak load demands, reduce natural resource consumption, minimize 
environmental i mpacts, and t reat l ocal c ommunities fairly i n pr oviding ener gy ef ficiency 
programs and locating energy facilities.” 

 
Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District 
The pr oposed facility i s l ocated w ithin t he j urisdiction o f t he M ojave D esert A ir Q uality 
Management District (MDAQMD), which reviews the plans and specifications for construction in 
the proposed f acility location. The MDAQMD will assess emissions and possible air 
contamination resulting from construction and operational activities (e.g., road dust, wind-blown 
contaminants, and emissions from construction activities). 

 

1.4.3 List of Potential Government Actions, Permits, and Approvals 
Table 1-2 provides a l ist of the potential Federal, state, and local permits, approvals, and other 
actions that may be r equired f or t he pr oposed facility, i ncluding t hose actions that w ould be 
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taken by BLM and the County.  Please note that CEQA review is only required for State or local 
approvals that are discretionary in nature. 

 
Table 1-2. Government Actions, Permits, and Approvals 

Agency Action, Permit, or Approval 
Federal Agencies  
BLM Needles Field Office ROW Grant 
USFWS Biological Opinion and Incidental Take Permit 
USACE Clean Water Act Permit (CWA) §404 permit  (possibly required, pending 

outcome of jurisdictional determination process) 
California State Agencies  
CDFG Incidental Take Permit 

Streambed Alteration Agreement 
Lahontan RWQCB Section 401 Water Quality Certification Permit (possibly required, pending 

outcome of jurisdictional determination process) 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit or Report of 
Waste Discharge (RWD) 

California State Water Resources 
Control Board (SWRCB) 

General Construction Activity Storm Water permit for construction activities on 
a project of 5 acres or larger  
Temporary permit to appropriate water 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 

California SHPO NHPA Section 106 Consultation 
MDAQMD Dust Control Plan  
Local Agencies  
County of San Bernardino Well Permits (up to 2 production well permits and 3 monitoring well permits) 
 
1.5 Interagency Coordination 
The BLM and the County seek comments from and work closely with other regulatory agencies 
that administer laws, regulations, and s tandards that may be appl icable to proposed projects.  
These agencies may include, as applicable, the EPA, USFWS, USACE, State Water Resources 
Control Board/RWQCB, SHPO, CDFG, and the MDAQMD. 

The BLM not ified affected Indian T ribes r egarding t he pr oposed facility, is  s eeking their 
comments, and has  i nvited t hem to c onsult on  t he pr oject on a government-to-government 
basis.  A summary of the tribal consultation process to date is provided in Chapter 5. 

 
1.6 Document Organization 
This doc ument follows r egulations promulgated by t he C EQ for I mplementing t he P rocedural 
Provisions of NEPA (40 CFR 1500-1508); the Department of the Interior’s regulations, 43 CFR 
Part 46); the BLM NEPA Handbook H-1790-1; Sections 201, 202, and 206 of FLPMA (43 CFR 
1600); and the BLM Land Use Planning Handbook, H1601-1.  This draft EIS/EIR describes the 
components o f and reasonable al ternatives t o t he P roposed A ction and env ironmental 
consequences o f t he Proposed A ction and the al ternatives.  In ad dition, t he doc ument 
incorporates pr ovisions of CEQA to allow the County to u se this draft EIS/EIR i n its 
environmental review and approval process. 

This draft EIS/EIR is organized as follows: 

• Chapter 1 provides general background on the Proposed Action; identifies the purpose 
and need f or the Proposed Action; and i dentifies roles of the BLM, other agencies, and 
authorities regulating aspects of the Proposed Action. 

• Chapter 2 describes the Proposed Action, draft land use plan amendment decisions, and 
other decisions to be made.  This chapter also describes the alternatives development 



 
 DESERT STATELINE SOLAR FARM PROJECT 

1.0 INTRODUCTION AND PROJECT OVERVIEW 
 

 
NOVEMBER 2012 1-17 DRAFT EIS/EIR 

and screening process conducted for the project.  It also presents a range of reasonable 
alternatives t hat add ress t he s tated pur pose a nd need for the P roposed A ction and 
identifies and ex plains w hy c ertain al ternatives w ere c onsidered bu t n ot anal yzed i n 
detail. 

• Chapter 3 describes the affected environment (existing conditions) for 21 environmental 
resources in the Proposed Action area. 

• Chapter 4 p rovides a c omprehensive anal ysis and as sessment o f i mpacts ( direct, 
indirect, and cumulative) and mitigation measures (by resource) for the Proposed Action 
and other alternatives, including the No Action Alternative, and three other alternatives 
that w ould not  appr ove t he pr oposed facility.  I t al so des cribes ot her a spects o f B LM 
compliance w ith N EPA pr ocedures, i ncluding a des cription o f unav oidable adv erse 
impacts, the commitments of resources (40 CFR, 1502.15), as well as addressing CEQA 
requirements, such as a discussion of potential growth-inducing impacts. 

• Chapter 5 identifies the persons, groups, agencies, and other governmental bodies that 
were consulted or  t hat contributed to the preparation o f t he E IS/EIR; describes Na tive 
American consultations and public participation during scoping; provides a list of EIS/EIR 
preparers; and lists agencies, organizations, and persons to whom the EIS/EIR will be 
sent. 

• Chapter 6 includes a list of acronyms and abbreviations used in the EIS/EIR. 

• Chapter 7 includes a list of project terms used in the EIS/EIR. 

• Chapter 8 provides the references used in preparing the EIS/EIR. 

• Chapter 9 provides an index for key words used in the EIS/EIR. 

 
1.7 Issues to be Addressed 
Section 6.4 of BLM’s NEPA Handbook defines an “issue” as “a point of disagreement, debate, 
or dispute with the proposed action based on some anticipated environmental effect.” (BLM 
2008).  I ssues c an hel p s hape t he al ternatives and mitigation, and  a re us ed to frame the 
environmental analysis.  T hey are identified both internally, by agency specialists, and t hrough 
scoping.  

The i ssues evaluated i n t he E IS/EIR i nclude t he physical, bi ological, cultural, s ocioeconomic, 
and other resources that have the potential to be affected by activities related to the Proposed 
Action and alternatives.  These issues are: 

• Air Resources; 

• Climate Change; 

• Archaeological and Built 
Environment; 

• Environmental Justice; 

• Lands and Realty (including 
conformance with Multiple Use 
Class guidelines); 

• Livestock Grazing; 

• Mineral Resources; 

• Noise; 

• Paleontological Resources; 

• Public Health and Safety; 

• Recreation; 

• Social and Economic Issues; 

• Soil Resources; 

• Special Designations; 

• Transportation and Public Access; 

• Vegetation Resources; 
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• Visual Resources; 

• Water Resources; 

• Wildland Fire and Ecology; 

• Wild Horses and Burros; and 

• Wildlife Resources. 
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2.0 Proposed Action and Alternatives 
2.1 Introduction 
This chapter of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (Draft 
EIS/EIR) fully describes four action al ternatives: (1) t he Stateline Solar Farm as proposed by  
Desert Stateline, LLC (the Applicant), a 300 megawatt (MW), 2,143 acre (ac) solar photovoltaic 
(PV) ener gy pr oject w ith s olar panel  ar rays and associated f acilities (Proposed A ction o r 
Project); (2) a 300 MW, 2,385 acre alternative; (3) a 300 MW, 2,151 acre alternative; and (4) a 
232 MW, 1,766 acre alternative.  Each of the action alternatives would have an associated 
amendment to the California Desert Conservation Area (CDCA) Plan 1980, as amended (BLM 
1980) related to the Project site, and would also include a CDCA Plan Amendment to modify the 
boundaries o f t he ex isting Ivanpah Desert Wildlife Management A rea (DWMA).  This chapter 
also describes three No Action/No Project alternatives: (1) the No Action Alternative; and (2) two 
No Project Alternatives that w ould i nclude an amendment t o the C DCA P lan.  Finally, t he 
section pr ovides a g eneral des cription o f the al ternatives development pr ocess, i ncluding the 
alternatives considered but eliminated from detailed analysis. 

Alternatives considered in t his draft EIS/EIR a re developed based on i ssues i dentified by  t he 
BLM and the County of San B ernardino, California (County), as  well as c omments received 
during the publ ic s coping p rocess.  The N ational E nvironmental P olicy A ct (NEPA) and the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Section 15126.6) require consideration, in detail, 
of a range of alternatives that are considered reasonable.  Section 6.6.3 of the Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM) NEPA Handbook (BLM 2008) allows the evaluator to eliminate alternatives 
from detailed analysis if they would be ineffective (would not respond to the purpose and need), 
would be technologically and ec onomically infeasible, ar e inconsistent w ith bas ic pol icy 
objectives for the management of the area, or if their implementation is remote or speculative.  
In addition to these NEPA requirements, CEQA requires consideration of alternatives that would 
avoid or reduce significant adverse impacts. 

This doc ument pr ovides i nformation to t he BLM authorized officer to make t he f ollowing 
decisions: 

• Should the proposed Right-of-Way (ROW) grant be issued as applied for, issued for a 
modified pr oject, or den ied? If the B LM dec ides t o app rove t he i ssuance o f a ROW 
grant, the BLM will also amend the CDCA Plan as required. 

• Should the boundaries of the Ivanpah DWMA be modified? Similarly, if the BLM decides 
to modify t he bounda ries o f t he DWMA, the B LM will al so am end t he CDCA P lan as  
required. 

• Should the CDCA Plan be amended to identify the project site or portions of the project 
site suitable or unsuitable for solar development? 

The document also provides information for the County to facilitate their decision whether or not 
to approve permits for up to 2 groundwater production wells and 3 groundwater monitoring wells 
associated with the construction, operation, maintenance, and decommissioning of the Project. 

The Applicant pr ovided t echnical information about t he Proposed A ction in t heir P lan of 
Development (POD) and County application package for well permits (up to 2 production well 
permits and 3 monitoring well permits).  All numbers referring to areas of land disturbance, 
equipment, s chedule, mileage, and w orkforce a re bas ed on the m ost u p-to-date en gineering 
information av ailable f rom the A pplicant, and generally r epresent c onservative es timates for 
purposes of identifying and analyzing impacts.  The numbers may change based on final 
engineering and permit requirements for the project components.  The Applicant’s information 
was provided primarily in the most recent POD for the facility submitted to the BLM in August 
2011 ( First S olar 2011).  M ore det ailed i nformation has  s ince been pr ovided i n t he form of 
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additional t echnical r eports, m anagement pl ans, and r esponses to requests for addi tional 
information. 

 

2.1.1 Alternatives Development and Screening 
This section outlines the process used by the BLM and County to develop the alternatives. 
Alternatives considered by the Applicant, BLM, and County, along with those suggested by the 
public during the scoping process, were evaluated using the following NEPA and CEQA criteria 
and requirements: 

• Does the alternative fulfill all or most of the purpose, need, and objectives identified in 
Chapter 1 of this draft EIS/EIR? 

• Does t he al ternative av oid or  r educe significant effects to hu man and  env ironmental 
resources a ssociated w ith t he P roposed A ction or , c onversely, w ould t he al ternative 
create significant effects potentially greater than those of the Proposed Action? 

• Is the alternative feasible to construct, operate, maintain, and decommission? 

• Are t here any  conflicts between t he al ternative and t he objectives o f federal, regional, 
State, and local land use plans, policies, or regulations for the area concerned? 

Other alternative sites and various renewable and nonrenewable generation technologies were 
considered but el iminated from detailed analysis because one or  more of the following criteria 
apply to the alternative in question (BLM NEPA Handbook H-1790-1 [BLM 2008]): 

1) It is ineffective (it would not respond to the BLM project purpose and need); 

2) It is technically or economically infeasible; 

3) It is inconsistent with the basic policy objectives for the management of the area (does 
not conform to the CDCA Plan); 

4) Its implementation is speculative or remote; 

5) It is substantially similar in design to an alternative that is analyzed; and/or 

6) It would have substantially similar effects to an alternative that is analyzed. 

Similarly, under CEQA, the County does not need consider alternatives that (i) fail to meet most 
of t he bas ic pr oject obj ectives; ( ii) ar e i nfeasible, or  ( iii) c annot av oid or s ubstantially l essen 
significant environmental impacts. 

Alternatives that were not eliminated based on the criteria listed above were carried forward for 
analysis and are detailed in Sections 2.3, 2.4, and 2.5.  Those that did not meet the criteria were 
eliminated from further analysis and ar e des cribed i n S ection 2. 8, al ong w ith t he reasons for 
elimination. 

 

2.1.2 Overview of the Alternatives Considered in Detail 
Features common to all action alternatives, including phasing of development, proposed CDCA 
Plan amendments, project components, construction methods, and modification of the Ivanpah 
DWMA, a re de tailed i n t his s ection.  P roject features and  c onstruction methods l isted i n t his 
section will serve as the basis of the environmental impact analysis in Chapter 4. 

The four full action alternatives, one No Action Alternative, and two No Project Alternatives, 
which are described in detail in Sections 2.3 through 2.5, are as follows: 

• Alternative 1: The Proposed Action – 300 MW generated on 2,143 acres; 
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• Alternative 2: 2,385 Acre Alternative – 300 MW generated on 2,385 acres; 

• Alternative 3: 2,151 Acre Alternative – 300 MW generated on 2,151 acres; 

• Alternative 4: Reduced Acreage Alternative – 232 MW generated on 1,766 acres; 

• Alternative 5: No A ction Alternative – No i ssuance of a R OW Grant, No County 
Approval, No Land Use Plan (LUP) Amendment; 

• Alternative 6: No P roject, Exclude S olar on S ite Alternative – No i ssuance o f a ROW 
Grant, N o C ounty A pproval, A pproval of  a LU P A mendment t o identify s ite of  t he 
Proposed Action as unsuitable for solar energy development; and 

• Alternative 7: No P roject, Approve Solar on S ite Alternative – No i ssuance o f a ROW 
Grant, N o C ounty A pproval, A pproval of  a LU P A mendment t o identify s ite of  t he 
Proposed Action as suitable for future solar energy development. 

This Draft EIS/EIR is also being used as the mechanism to evaluate modifications to the CDCA 
Plan that would potentially modify the boundaries of the existing Ivanpah DWMA. 

With Alternative 5, none of the project components would be built, none of the CDCA Plan 
amendments would be made.  This alternative is equivalent to the No Project Alternative under 
CEQA (Section 15126.6(e)) and the No Action Alternative under NEPA.  With Alternatives 6 and 
7, none of the project components would be bui lt (no project), but an amendment to the CDCA 
Plan w ould i dentify t he pr oject s ite as  ei ther unsuitable or  suitable for future s olar ener gy 
development. 

 

2.1.3 Features Common to all Action Alternatives 
The general location of the project study area and Proposed Action are provided in Figure 1-1.  
All four action alternatives would be located within the boundaries of the project study area.  The 
action al ternatives hav e a c ommon des cription of  e quipment, s ystems, processes, r esource 
inputs, ope rations, c losure pl ans, and general l ocation.  To av oid r edundancy, t his s ection 
presents a single project description that identifies the elements common to all alternatives, and 
then separately identifies the elements that are unique to each alternative. 

 

2.1.3.1 Structures and Facilities 
The Stateline Solar Farm Project would include PV modules for energy production, an electrical 
collection system for c ollecting and distributing the power, a generation-tie (gen-tie) line, an 
electrical substation, access roads, an operations and maintenance (O&M) facility, one or more 
meteorological stations, and fencing and other site security components.  

 

Solar Panel Arrays 
The PV modules used at the Stateline Solar Farm Project would be constructed using First 
Solar’s thin film cadmium telluride (CdTe) PV panels. PV modules would be mounted at a fixed 
angle t o “ tables” w hich ar e then mounted on  s teel c olumns approximately 10 f eet apar t.  
Columns would be secured without concrete footings by being driven into the ground. The PV 
modules would be placed in linear arrays with positioning of the arrays based on various site 
constraints i ncluding location o f ot her s ite facilities, topography and bi ological concerns.  The 
modules w ould be s paced approximately 6 f eet apar t from eac h ot her.  The arrays, w hen 
completed, would be approximately six feet high, and would be a m inimum of 18 inches above 
the ground surface. 



DESERT STATELINE SOLAR FARM PROJECT 
2.0 PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 

 

NOVEMBER 2012 2-4 DRAFT EIS/EIR 

One or  more meteorological monitoring stations would also be i nstalled w ithin the solar ar ray 
areas pr ior to c onstruction.  These s tations w ould be l inked t o t he facility Data A cquisition 
System t o c ollect w eather dat a for anal ysis and s ystem m onitoring.  D uring operations, 10 
meteorological stations would operate throughout the facility area. 

 

Temporary Construction Areas 
Temporary construction facilities for the Stateline S olar Far m P roject would i nclude five 
temporary staging ar eas, c onstruction o ffices with t emporary pow er and c ommunications 
connections, and parking a reas.   Temporary f encing would surround the s taging and office 
areas to provide security while the site’s perimeter fence is under construction.  The five staging 
areas would comprise a total of about 50 acres.  The construction offices and parking areas are 
expected to comprise approximately 15 acres.  Some of these areas would eventually be f illed 
in with s olar ar rays as  c onstruction near ed i ts end, and w ould t hen be included within t he 
fenceline of the permanent ROW.   

 

Operations and Maintenance Facility 
The Stateline Solar Farm Project’s O&M facility would be constructed next to the on-site Project 
Substation.  The facility w ould consist of  an approximately 45-foot wide by 110-foot l ong 
prefabricated bui lding s et on c oncrete s lab-on-grade. The facility would be designated for 
storage of maintenance equipment and replacement par ts and w ould contain the plant power 
and security monitoring systems. The O&M facility would also include offices and a restroom. 

 

Electrical Collection and Transmission System 
PV modules that a re electrically c onnected w ould di stribute c urrent t o a “ combiner box .” 
Combiner boxes feed into an array’s Power Conversion System (PCS) via underground direct 
current (DC) cables.  The DC input would be converted to alternating current (AC) output using 
inverter hardware located in a PCS.  PV combining switchgear (PVCS), located in cabinets 
dispersed among the PV arrays would collect 34.5 kilovolt (kV) AC output from a group of arrays 
and transmit the power to the on-site Project Substation through 60-foot high overhead 
transmission lines. 

The P roject S ubstation facility w ould be l ocated i n a 2. 5-acre a rea c entrally l ocated w ithin 
Project ar ea north o f t he ex isting t ransmission l ines.  Transformers at t he P roject S ubstation 
would step up the 34.5 kV voltage of a solar panel array to 220 kV for off-site transmission to 
the Ivanpah Substation.  An additional building approximately 15 feet by 50 feet in size, serving 
as the site control center, would be constructed adjacent to the on-site substation. 

At 220 k V, the electricity would be e xported to the California Independent System Operator -
operated grid via the Southern California Edison (SCE)-owned transmission system.  The SCE 
transmission s ystem would be ac cessed by  way of  a 220 -kV g en-tie l ine t hat would exit th e 
southwestern portion of the Project site.  The new 220-kV gen-tie line would follow a 160-foot-
wide transmission ROW to SCE’s Ivanpah Substation which will be located approximately 2.3 
miles s outh o f t he Project s ite.  T his proposed t ransmission line would be l ocated within t wo 
overlapping des ignated utility c orridors, CDCA  Ut ility Co rridor B B a nd West-Wide E nergy 
Corridor 225-27. An application for interconnection at the new Ivanpah Substation was filed with 
the California Independent System Operator on January 9, 2007. 

Redundant communications links would be i nstalled from the project substation to the Ivanpah 
Substation.  A fiber optic communication line would be strung overhead on the same towers as 
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the 220-kV gen-tie line, and an addi tional fiber optic communication line would be buried within 
the 160-foot wide transmission ROW. 

In addition to electrical lines for offsite transmission, the proposed facility would include a ne w 
service line to provide electricity to the site during construction, and at  night during operations.  
This line would be strung overhead, and would run parallel to the facility access road along the 
western edge of the golf course. 

 

Road System 
Access t o t he Stateline S olar Far m P roject would occur via the Y ates Well R oad ex it f rom 
Interstate 15 (I-15). Yates Well Road is a two-lane road that provides access from I-15 to the 
Ivanpah Solar Electric G eneration Station ( SEGS), the Primm V alley G olf Clu b, and o ff-road 
recreation areas in the vicinity of the Project site.  Yates Well Road terminates at Silverton 
Road.  Silverton Road is an unstriped local road west of and adjacent to the Primm Valley Golf 
Club property. The primary access to the project site would be from the terminus of Silverton 
Road at Saragosa Drive at the northwest corner of the Primm Valley Golf Club property.  
Silverton Road is paved from Yates Well Road to Dalmatia Road, but is an unpaved dirt road 
north of Dalmatia Road, and provides access to the west side of the golf course.  The Stateline 
Solar Farm Project study area also includes Densmore Drive and Colosseum Road.  These are 
paved roads that provide access to the Ivanpah SEGS from Yates Well Road. 

Construction of the Proposed Action would require construction of a 1.65 mile-long access road 
from the west side of the golf course to the site.  This access road would be 40 feet in width 
within a 100 f oot-wide ROW.  The access road would be par alled by an electrical service line.  
The access road would be protected by tortoise fencing on both sides for its entire length. 

The Stateline Solar Farm Project would require additional graded all-weather roads within the 
fenced area to support construction and maintenance of the site by providing access to bring 
equipment and materials from the staging areas to the construction work areas. Roads within 
the facility would vary in width and type of construction.  The final width and surfacing materials 
would be determined during final engineering design, in accordance with recommendations of 
the Fi nal G eotechnical Report.  Roads w ould be c onstructed from c ompacted nat ive s oil, 
compacted soil with palliatives, compacted native soil with gravel cover, and/or asphalt, 
depending on location and planned use.  A dditionally, soil would be c ompacted to a maximum 
of 95 percent to allow heavy construction equipment to move across the site. The total length of 
roads (internal and site access) associated with the project would be 74 miles.  

The proposed facility area includes three routes of travel designated by BLM as open routes.  
These routes include route 699226 ( 1.8 miles encompassed by the Proposed Action), 699198 
(2.0 miles), and 699238 (1.4 miles).  Off-road, recreational vehicle trails currently authorized by 
BLM which run through the proposed site would be r e-located outside of the project boundary 
fence, and the re-located routes would be designated by BLM as open routes. The redirected 
routes would be des igned and c onstructed to minimize damage to soil, watershed, vegetation, 
and air resources consistent with BLM’s applicable regulations and consistent with existing open 
routes.  The r e-aligned routes may be w idened and c ompacted pe r fire c ode requirements i f 
designated for emergency access.  The re-aligned routes would not be part of the ROW grant 
for the project. 

 
Fencing and Security 
During construction, the perimeter of the project area would be f enced with an appr oximately 
six-foot tall chain-link fence topped with an additional one-foot of barbed wire for security 
purposes. In addition, six-foot chain-link fencing would surround the Project’s on-site substation, 
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switching station, O&M facility, and the temporary construction staging areas. Gates would be 
installed at the roads entering the Project area.  During operations, security fencing sensors or 
other functional equivalent would be installed to alert security per sonnel of possible security 
issues. 

A guard shack would be constructed at the entrance to the Proposed Solar Farm Project for use 
by security personnel during Project construction and operations phases. Surveillance methods 
such as security cameras, motion detectors, or  heat sensors would be installed at locations 
along the Project boundary.  

In order to minimize the Project’s visual impact on surrounding receptors and roads, there would 
be no lights around the facility perimeter.  Exterior lights at the O&M facility, Project Substation, 
temporary c onstruction ar eas, and a t t he P CS s tations w ould be s hielded and f ocused 
downward and toward the interior of the site to minimize lighting impacts to the night sky and to 
neighboring areas. 

 

Utilities 
A maximum amount of 1,900 acre-feet of water would be used during the approximately 2 to 4 
year construction period, with the majority of the construction water use occurring during the site 
preparation per iod of t he f irst year.  Water uses include soil c ompaction, du st c ontrol, and  
sanitary needs . The pe ak dai ly water dem and i s es timated to be  approximately 1. 5 m illion 
gallons per day (gpd) during construction. Meeting peak daily demand during construction would 
be managed by controlling the capacity of the water storage ponds.  The Applicant reports in 
their POD that water is not needed during operations for washing of the solar panels. 

Water for the construction and operation of the Project would be drawn from the South Ivanpah 
Groundwater B asin. Water w ould be pr ovided f rom two new g roundwater pr oduction w ells 
installed and o perated by  t he A pplicant.  Well construction requires appr oval from S an 
Bernardino County. Water uses during construction would include soil compaction, dust control, 
and sanitary needs. The peak daily water demand is estimated to be approximately 1.5 million 
gpd.  The water would be obtained from two new groundwater production wells; the primary well 
to be l ocated on the s outheastern c orner o f the facility, and t he s econdary w ell l ocated 
approximately 4,250 feet west of facility.  The production wells would be 12 inches in diameter 
and 670 feet deep, with a screened interval located at a depth of 430 to 630 feet below ground 
surface.  The estimated pumping capacity for each well would be 1. 5 million gpd, but only one 
well would produce at a time to generate the peak daily water demand of 1.5 million gpd (i.e., 
there would not be a situation in which both wells are produced to exceed 1.5 million gpd). 

Should the water quality or availability from the primary production well be inadequate for the 
proposed uses, t he Applicant would obtain water from t he secondary well.  S hould t he water 
quality or  av ailability f rom t he s econdary w ell b e i nadequate, the A pplicant w ould treat t he 
groundwater using a mobile, self-contained ion exchange or reverse osmosis unit.  The mobile 
units w ould be br ought to t he s ite by  flat-bed truck, w ould be s ituated within t he T emporary 
Construction Area, and would be approximately the size of a 40 foot by 8 foot by 8 foot shipping 
container.  The t reated water may be us ed di rectly, or  could be blended with water s tored in 
temporary storage ponds to meet the desired water quality.  T he units would be oper ated and 
maintained by  an out side c ontractor.  The uni ts w ould r equire replacement of f ilters 
approximately once per week, and the reverse osmosis membrane once per quarter.  All wastes 
from the treatment units would be disposed of offsite by the contractor.  Disposal would be done 
in accordance with local, state, and Federal regulations. 

In addi tion t o t he pr oduction w ells, t hree gr oundwater m onitoring w ells w ould be installed t o 
evaluate potential impacts to groundwater availability and quality.  The monitoring wells would 
be approximately 220 feet deep. 
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To meet the dai ly water dem ands dur ing c onstruction, five temporary w ater s torage ponds 
would be constructed within t he s olar a rray area.  Each pond w ould hav e a c apacity of  
approximately 2 m illion gallons, and w ould be a pproximately 200 f eet by 200 f eet in s ize, or  
approximately 1 acre.  The ponds  would be e xcavated into the soil and t hen lined.  These five 
ponds would be connected to the water supply wells by a series of above-ground 6-inch 
diameter water pipelines.  Water trucks would receive water from the storage ponds and 
transport i t t o the l ocation i t i s needed.   As s pecified i n t he A pplicant’s C losure, 
Decommissioning, and Reclamation Plan (First Solar 2012d), the temporary ponds would have 
their l iners r emoved, and w ould ei ther be bac kfilled or  converted t o s tormwater bas ins at  the 
completion of construction. 

After c ompletion o f t he c onstruction phas e of  t he Stateline S olar F arm P roject, t he onl y 
groundwater us e w ould be for dom estic pur poses ( drinking, w ashing, t oilets) i n the O&M 
Facility.  According to the Applicant, no w ater would be r equired for washing of solar panels.  
Water would be supplied by an approximately 5,000-gallon, above-ground water s torage tank 
connected to t he groundwater w ell.  Water w ould be f iltered t o m eet U.S. E nvironmental 
Protection A gency ( EPA) and C alifornia dr inking w ater s tandards, and s amples w ould be  
collected and submitted to EPA for analysis to verify that it meets the standards. The expected 
annual demand for water for sanitary purposes is approximately 20 acre-feet per year. 

A temporary septic system and leach field would be installed near the temporary construction 
trailers, in order to support workers in the trailer area.  Portable toilets would be used throughout 
the solar array fields to support construction workers in those areas.  A permanent septic and 
leach f ield s ystem w ith a capacity of  no more than a f ew hundr ed gallons per  day  would be  
installed at the O&M building to support workers during operations.  The septic systems would 
be permitted through the County and would include features to avoid any impacts to the South 
Ivanpah Groundwater Basin. These features may include locating the system away from surface 
water drainage features, scour protection over the absorption field, monitoring wells to inspect 
against clogging in the absorption field, large absorption area to maximize the area of biological 
treatment, and /or r egular maintenance by  a l icensed w aste m anagement c ontractor.  Weed 
infestations w ould be monitored and m itigated at  t he abs orption field according t o the 
Applicant’s Noxious Weed Management Plan (First Solar 2012a). The septic tank would be 
pumped, w aste t ransported o ff s ite, and pr operly di sposed of  by  a l icensed waste t reatment 
contractor on a regular basis as required for safe operation. 

 
Waste and Hazardous Materials Management 
As described previously, a septic system and leach field would be used for sanitary wastewater 
treatment needs during project construction and operations.  In addition, portable toilets would 
be us ed in the s olar a rray f ield ar ea during c onstruction.  P ortable toilets would be r egularly 
pumped out and cleaned according to California Occupational Health and Safety Administration 
regulations.  Waste w ould be hauled aw ay and di sposed o f by  an appropriately l icensed 
contractor.  

Non-hazardous s olid w astes g enerated dur ing c onstruction w ould i nclude s crap w ood, 
cardboard, concrete, steel/metal, paper, glass, scrap metals, and plastic waste. All non-
hazardous wastes would be recycled to the extent possible and non-recyclable wastes would be 
collected by a licensed hauler and disposed in a Class III solid waste disposal facility. 

Limited quantities of hazardous materials would be stored onsite and us ed during construction 
and oper ations.  These materials ar e di scussed i n t he Applicant’s Emergency Response and  
Hazardous Materials Management P lan (First Solar 2012b) , and i nclude diesel f uel, gasoline, 
motor oil, hydraulic fluids, lubricants, paint, solvents, soil stabilizers, and mineral oil for step-up 
and substation transformers.  According to the Applicant’s Air Quality Construction Management 
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Plan (First Solar 2012c), the soil stabilizer products that could be used include ChlorTex Road 
Binder, Eccotext Soil Binder, and PlasTex Soil Stabilizer. 

The hazardous m aterials t o be us ed, and t heir s torage v olumes du ring c onstruction an d 
operations, are provided in Table 2-1. 

 

Table 2-1. Hazardous Material Usage and Storage 

Hazardous Material Storage Volume During 
Construction 

Storage Volume During 
Operations 

Diesel Fuel 5,000 gallons 0 gallons 

Gasoline 5,000 gallons 5,000 gallons 
30W Motor Oil 100 quarts 0 quarts 

Transformer Oil (Mineral Oil) 
From 0 gallons at beginning of 

construction up to 72,000 gallons 
at end of construction 

72,000 gallons 

Hydraulic Fluid and Lube Oil 500 gallons 100 gallons 
Soil Stabilizer 
(ChlorTex Road Binder, 
Eccotex Soil Binder, or 
PlasTex Soil Stabilizer) 

500 gallons 500 gallons 

 

These s ubstances w ould be c ontainerized and disposed o f ac cording t o l ocal, S tate, and  
Federal regulations.  As a facility storing more than 1,320 gallons of oil onsite during operations, 
the f acility will be r equired to dev elop and i mplement a S pill P revention, C ontrol, and  
Countermeasures (SPCC) Plan.  The SPCC Plan would be required to identify the locations and 
volume of  s torage o f oi l on t he f acility, i dentify m easures us ed t o pr event di scharges, and  
implement secondary containment and other methods to control discharges.  The SPCC Plan 
would also specify routine maintenance, inspection, posting of material safety data sheets 
(MSDS), and emergency response procedures. 

First Solar PV modules are not hazardous materials subject to California or Federal hazardous 
material m anagement r egulations.  Any m odules dam aged or  br oken dur ing c onstruction o r 
operation w ould be c ollected and r eturned to Fi rst S olar’s m anufacturing facility i n O hio f or 
recycling into new modules or other products, according to First Solar’s Broken PV Module 
Detection and Handling Plan.  At the end of their productive life, the modules would be classified 
as California hazardous waste, but not federal hazardous waste.  The modules would be 
packaged and transported in accordance with California hazardous waste regulations, and then 
recycled under First Solar’s Module Collection and Recycling Program. 

 

Stormwater Management 
The proposed facility is located on an active alluvial fan system, and is crossed by numerous 
ephemeral drainages that begin in the Clark Mountains west of the site, and traverse to the east 
towards I vanpah Dry Lake.  T o ensure that the facility i s protected from s tormwater damage, 
and also to ensure that the facility does not create sedimentation and erosion impacts in 
downstream areas, the Applicant would implement stormwater management features including 
stormwater basins on both the upstream and downstream sides of the facility, and the use of 
temporary fiber rolls and silt fences as needed to manage stormwater during construction. 

In the POD and the associated hydrology reports, the Applicant refers to the upstream basins as 
“debris bas ins” and  t he dow nstream basins as  “ sediment ba sins”.  In fact, these terms a re 
interchangeable, and each refers to an engineered depression in the ground surface in which 
stormwater i s c aptured and s lowed, al lowing any  s olid m aterials ( debris, s ediment, pl ant 
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material, and any other material) to settle out and remain within the basin, and then releasing 
stormwater at  a l ower velocity.  A lthough t he t echnical t erms ar e i nterchangeable, t his D raft 
EIS/EIR will continue to refer to the upstream structures as “debris basins” and the downstream 
structures as “sediment basins”, in order to be consistent with the terminology in the POD. 

To support the des ign of t hese features, t he Applicant c ontacted B LM as  ear ly as  2009 t o 
determine the level of stormwater modeling and analysis that would be required.  In addition, the 
Applicant has developed a Storm Water Management Plan (First Solar 2012k) which describes 
how the stormwater management structures would be installed and maintained. 

The design features of the site that would be implemented to assist in managing stormwater are 
as follows: 

• Avoidance of  D rainage C hannels.  The t wo major i dentified drainage channels t hat 
pass t hrough the p roject s tudy ar ea w ould be a voided ent irely.  The pr esence o f t he 
topographic feature known as “Metamorphic Hill” located to the west of the facility diverts 
stormwater to the south and north, partially protecting the facility which is situated to the 
north and east.  Metamorphic Hill results in channeling stormwater into a major drainage 
channel (designated the North Wash) that passes south between Metamorphic Hill and 
the Primm Valley Golf Course on its way towards Ivanpah Dry Lake.  The configuration 
of the Proposed Action, as well as potential alternative site configurations, has been 
developed to avoid these two major drainages. 

• Debris Basins.  The entire upstream perimeter of the proposed facility would consist of 
the following s eries o f s tructures: de sert t ortoise fence, 10 f oot wide minimum buffer, 
chain-link s ecurity f ence, 15 foot w ide minimum buffer, deb ris bas in ( approximately 6 
feet deep, and v arying in width from 107 t o 137 feet), 10 foot wide minimum buffer, 20 
foot wide access road, 20 foot wide buffer, and then PV arrays.  The basins would be 
constructed with a 3:1 rip-rap lined slope on the upgradient end, and a 4: 1 slope on the 
downgradient end. The number of basins would be determined following topographic 
surveys based on existing topography.  Because the downstream lip of each basin must 
be at the same level, the size of each basin would be driven by the slope in the local 
area.  A reas w ith hi gher s lopes would, by  def inition, r equire a l arger number o f small 
basins while areas with flatter slopes would have a s maller number of long basins. The 
bottom and downgradient surfaces o f t he bas in would consist o f compacted soil.  The 
basin would be designed to release runoff in the form of sheet flow from the lower edge 
of t he bas in.  The bas ins would be c leared of  s ediment using bac khoes or  s mall 
excavators, which can access the basins from the buffer areas on either side.  Sediment 
would be r emoved af ter al l s ignificant s tormwater ev ents, and  would be visually 
inspected on a bi -annual basis.  Sediment would be removed when it exceeds 4 inches 
in depth.  The removed sediment would be distributed on the 10 foot wide buffer area 
immediately do wngradient o f t he bas in, and would r e-enter t he sedimentation system.  
The size of the basins was developed using flow modeling, and the size of the basins 
was designed to contain the volume for storms up to the 85 percentile (1.2 year) storm.  
For l arger s torms, t he basins w ould s low s tormwater, and w ould r elease t he ex cess 
water volume at a slower velocity over the downstream edge.  The flow modeling 
included analysis of the existence of the Ivanpah SEGS facility upstream of the Stateline 
facility.  The Ivanpah SEGS facility is being constructed using a low-impact development 
methodology that does not involve any debris or sediment basins, and therefore has a 
minimal impact on stormwater flow. 

• Grading of PV arrays.  To minimize the potential for e rosional flow within t he array 
area, the entire site would be graded to a flat surface.  Vegetation would be removed, 
and the topography would be leveled using the cut and fill method (for approximately 39 
percent of the site) and the disc, contour, and roll method (for the other 61 percent of the 
site).  The sheet grading would promote sheet flow and minimize the potential for 
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erosional c hannels t o develop.  S ite i nspections w ould be per formed a fter eac h 
significant storm event, as well as bi-annually.  Any r ills that develop ranging from 4 to 
12 inches deep would be repaired by hand compaction.  Rills larger than 12 inches deep 
would be r epaired by  f illing and c ompacting w ith small ATVs or  equivalent.  S imilarly, 
inspections and r epair efforts w ould i nclude e valuating and addr essing scour ar ound 
posts supporting the PV modules. 

• Sediment Basins.  The dow nstream per imeter of the pr oposed facility w ould i nclude 
sediment bas ins.  T he basins would be approximately 1.5 feet deep, with a width of 
approximately 24 f eet.  T he bas ins w ould ha ve 4: 1 s lopes on bot h ups tream and  
downstream s ides, and w ould b e c onstructed o f c ompacted s oil.  The purpose o f t he 
sediment basins would be to capture any additional sediment generated by the site as a 
result of vegetation removal.  The design basis hydrology calculations used to establish 
the necessary size of the debris basins was also used for the sediment basins.  Because 
the topography on the upstream and downstream s ides of the facility differ, t he total 
number of basins, and their individual sizes, would also differ. 

• Silt Fence and  Fi ber Rolls.  Silt fencing an d fiber r olls w ould be us ed t o s low 
stormwater flow and c apture s ediment dur ing construction, es pecially i n t he per iod 
before the debris and sediment basins are completed. 

• Internal Road System and Wash Crossings.  Roads within the facility would vary in 
width and t ype o f construction.  The final w idth and s urfacing materials w ould be  
determined during final engineering design, in accordance with recommendations of the 
Final G eotechnical R eport.  R oads w ould be c onstructed from compacted na tive s oil, 
compacted soil with palliatives, compacted native soil with gravel cover, and/or asphalt, 
depending on  l ocation and pl anned us e.  A t l ocations w here r oads cross w ashes, 
cement ford c rossings would be i nstalled.  The w idth and t hickness o f eac h c rossing 
would be determined on a site-specific basis, depending on the size of the wash. 

All of these features would be integrated into the Construction Stormwater Pollution Prevention 
Plan (SWPPP), to be developed by the Applicant as required by the Clean Water Act.  There 
are no protective berms, ditches, or check dams proposed in the grading plans. 

 

2.1.3.2 Construction 
2.1.3.2.1 Construction Sequence and Equipment 
Stateline S olar Far m Project construction phas es would i nclude: (i ) pre-construction 
geotechnical study; (2) construction mobilization and (iii) construction and assembly of the solar 
arrays and el ectrical t ie-ins. C onstruction mobilization i ncludes pr econstruction s urveys; 
construction of access roads; and installation of construction trailers, laydown areas, materials 
storage a reas, and w ells.  After c onstruction mobilization, c onstruction of t he P V a rrays and 
gen-tie line would begin at a rate of approximately 1 MW per day after an initial ramp up period. 
 

Schedule and Workforce 
The construction of the Project is expected to take 2 to 4 years from pre-construction surveys to 
completion.  Construction would beg in with i nstallation of  c ivil improvements, i ncluding s ite 
laydown ar eas, c onstruction o f ac cess/maintenance r oads, and  i nstallation of  t emporary 
facilities. The construction work schedule is expected to be from 7:00 A.M. to 5:00 P.M., 
Monday t hrough Friday.  However, t o m eet schedule dem ands, i t m ay be nec essary t o work 
early morning, evening, or nights and on weekends during certain construction phases.  Varying 
work hour s c an al so i mprove t he w ork env ironment by  w orking du ring more favorable 
temperatures. For s afety r easons, certain c onstruction t asks, i ncluding final el ectrical 
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terminations, may be performed after dark when no electricity is being produced by the PV 
modules. 

The average on-site construction workforce i s expected t o be approximately 400 e mployees, 
with a  peak o f appr oximately 600 em ployees. The c onstruction workforce would be r ecruited 
from within the County, and Clark County, Nevada.  During operation of the facility, the fulltime 
workforce is estimated to be seven to ten workers. This staff would be primarily for O&M and 
24-hour onsite security. Typical O&M work schedules are expected to be during daylight hours.  
However, for safety reasons, some maintenance work is required after dark when PV modules 
are not generating electricity. 
 

Materials and Equipment 
Construction equipment w ould c onsist o f s tandard ear th m oving a nd compaction equipment 
such as  graders, bul ldozers, tractors, ro llers, trenchers, bac khoes, and dump trucks.  
Construction would also involve the use of forklifts, water trucks, pickup trucks, and ATVs, truck-
mounted/tracked pile drivers, and well drilling equipment. 

Equipment used for the onsite infrastructure would include fencing, PV modules, and wiring to 
provide t he el ectrical i nterconnections.  S ome c oncrete would be us ed t o c reate foundations 
and pads for construction offices, the O&M facility, and substations. 

 

2.1.3.2.2 Site Preparation 
Geotechnical Investigation 
The first s tep i n t he construction pr ocess would be t he completion o f g eotechnical s tudies t o 
gather the information necessary to determine soil stability and t he required depths of footings 
for site structures.  The investigations would occur throughout the proposed solar farm site, the 
gen-tie route, the on-site substation, and t he access route.  Testing would consist of test pi le-
driving, t est pi ts, and s oil bor ings at  23 t est locations.  E ach test location would comprise an 
area of no more than 15 feet by 20 feet, or 300 square feet.  The total acreage affected by the 
testing would comprise less than 0.2 acres.  The testing would also include soil DC resistivity 
surveys at 8 locations.  These tests would be conducted to estimate the electrical properties of 
the surface and subsurface materials by identifying their approximate resistivity. 

The soil bor ings would be installed us ing a t ruck-mounted dr ill r ig with an 8 -inch hol low-stem 
auger.  T he borings would range from 10 to 30 feet in depth.  The test pits would be i nstalled 
using a four-wheel drive rubber tire or track-mounted backhoe, based on equipment availability.  
The test pits would be approximately 24 inches wide, 8 feet long, and 10 feet deep.  The spoils 
pile would be placed adjacent to the trench and, once a sample was collected, the trench would 
immediately be bac kfilled with the original soil.  The soil would be t amped with the backhoe to 
return the soil surface to its original grade. 

Pile dr iving, pi le t esting, and pi le r emoval would be c onducted using a  one-pile d riving r ig, a  
loader ( either bac khoe or bobc at), and  a pi ck-up t ruck.  The oper ation w ould i nclude t hree 
employees working as operators, and up to two additional staff associated with the testing.  The 
piles would be 6-inches by 6-inches in size, and would be driven to depths of approximately 4 to 
6 feet bel ow g round s urface.  Once i nstalled, the pi les w ould be s ubjected to pi le upl ift and 
lateral deflection testing.  Fol lowing testing, the piles would be removed from the ground using 
the loader or bac khoe.  The displaced soils would be smoothed over the surface to restore 
original grade. 

All t esting ac tivities would be c onducted under  t he field ov ersight o f a bi ological r esources 
monitor, cultural r esources m onitor, and pal eontology m onitor.  The m onitors would ha ve t he 
authority t o ad just t he testing l ocations ( on a  micro-level), and to s top w ork, i f n ecessary, to 
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avoid s ensitive r esources.  The A pplicant w ould c oordinate their testing w ith S CE and Los 
Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) to ensure that the testing would not interfere 
with existing infrastructure. 

 
Surveying and Staking 
Prior to construction, the limits of construction disturbance areas would be determined by 
surveying and staking.  Where necessary, t he l imits o f the ROWs would also be f lagged. All 
construction ac tivities w ould be c onfined t o t hese ar eas t o pr event unnec essary impacts 
affecting s ensitive ar eas. These ar eas, w hich w ould i nclude buffers established t o pr otect 
biological resources, would also be staked and flagged. The locations of underground utilities 
would be located and staked and flagged in order to guide construction activities. 

Stakes and flagging that are disturbed during construction would be repaired or replaced before 
construction c ontinues. S takes and flagging would be r emoved w hen c onstruction and  
restoration are completed. 

 

Vegetation Removal 
Prior to construction, the Applicant would conduct an inventory and transplant cactus and yucca 
species according to their Vegetation Management Plan (First Solar 2012f).   Vegetation would 
be removed from the O&M facility, the Project Substation, and some portions of the solar arrays 
by blading and grading.  In the majority of the solar array field and facility roadways, vegetation 
would be disked into the soil, but the majority of the area would not be graded. 

Temporary disturbance sites would be restored to BLM specifications and, in some situations, 
native vegetation may be harvested for replanting to augment soil stabilization and site 
restoration. 

 

Clearing, Grading, and Excavation 
Clearing and , i n s ome limited ar eas, grading w ould be conducted t o establish new r oads, 
staging areas, concrete pads, and the solar array field.  The Applicant estimates that 61 percent 
of the site would be cleared by the disc, contour grade, and roll method, using tractors pulling 
disking equipment.  The other 39 percent of the site will require grading using the cut and fill 
method, completed by bulldozers, backhoes, and other heavy equipment.  Clearing and grading 
for roads and smaller construction areas would be accomplished using bulldozers, road graders, 
or other standard earth-moving equipment.  

Clearing w ithin t he s olar ar ray field w ould b e ac complished using c onventional farming 
equipment i ncluding tractors w ith disking equipment. This method would incorporate the 
underground root structure of disturbed plants, top soil nutrients, and seed base into the soils.  
Vibratory rollers would also be used in the solar array field to compact the soil and even out the 
surface after the disking is complete. 

There would be no excess excavated material from project construction.  Soil excavation and fill 
requirements would be balanced.  In each solar array field area, slopes would have a consistent 
grade limited to within 3.0 percent. 

 

Gravel, Aggregate, and Concrete Needs and Sources 

Prior to construction, site access roads would be stabilized with gravel, aggregate or other road 
stabilization m aterial, such as  geotextile fabric. The stabilization m aterials w ould be obt ained 
locally to the extent possible.  
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Inverter enclosures and transformers would be  placed on poured or pre-cast concrete 
foundations/vaults. Concrete foundations are also needed for construction offices and the O&M 
facility. The total v olumes of gravel, a ggregate, and concrete to be used for the P roject are 
estimated as follows: 

• Portland Cement Concrete (pre-cast or poured in place) > 10,000 cubic yards 

• Class II Aggregate Base (for onsite structures) > 9,000 cubic yards 

• Class I I Aggregate for gravel base roads and p arking a reas (8 inches thick) > 50,000 
cubic yards 

• Rip-rap for drainage basin protection > 15,000 cubic yards 

 

2.1.3.2.3 Assembly and Construction 
The assembly and construction phas e i nvolves i nstallation o f all s ite facilities and eq uipment 
including the PV solar arrays and electrical equipment that would export electricity to the grid.  
The assembly and construction tasks are summarized below: 

1. Installation of the vertical support posts into the ground; 

2. Digging of trenches for the underground AC and DC cabling; 

3. Preparation of the foundations for the inverter enclosures and transformers; 

4. Installation of module support tables and support brackets; 

5. Mounting of PCS enclosures; and  

6. Making electrical connections. 

Electrical connections would be made for a single array of modules after the complete array has 
been installed.  An electrician would connect module wiring harnesses to a combiner box which 
connects an array of PV modules.  Combiner boxes would be connected to power inverters in 
the P CS enc losures through underground D C cables. E ach i nverter would convert the DC 
power t o t hree-phase A C po wer.  T he A C pow er w ould be  fed i nto a s tep-up t ransformer.  
Transformers would be connected through underground AC cables to the PVCS.  Each PVCS 
would combine the power output from multiple arrays.  Power would then be transferred to 
overhead l ines which would route al l power to the Project Substation. The Project Substation 
would step the power from 34.5 kV up to 220 kV for transmission through the 220-kV gen-tie 
line to the Ivanpah Substation.   

 

2.1.3.2.4 Site Stabilization, Protection, and Reclamation 
A g eotechnical s tudy has been dev eloped to support p roject des ign and provide i nput with 
respect to soil conditions and needed stabilization measures.  Before construction begins on the 
Project, t he A pplicant w ould interpret t he geotechnical s tudy and determine appr opriate s ite 
stabilization measures for the Project. 

During P roject operations, there would be f ew a ctivities t hat could impact t he s ite conditions.  
Driving of vehicles around t he Project site would be t he pr imary disruptive activity and w ould 
result in the need for routine maintenance of access roads and aisle ways.  Other project areas, 
such as those covered by PV panels, would not be routinely disturbed.  
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2.1.3.3 Operation and Maintenance 
Solar power generation with PV ar rays generates electricity with no moving parts, no thermal 
cycle, and no w ater use for electricity g eneration.  As such, the S tateline Solar Far m Project 
would require only limited routine operation and maintenance tasks.  Project maintenance 
activities would include road maintenance, vegetation management, scheduled maintenance of 
electrical e quipment, and occasional equipment replacement.  Additionally, a dus t pal liative 
would be appl ied on di rt access roads as necessary. According to the Applicant’s A ir Q uality 
Construction M anagement P lan ( First S olar 201 2c), t he s oil s tabilizer pr oducts that c ould b e 
used i nclude C hlorTex Road B inder, E ccotext S oil B inder, and P lasTex S oil S tabilizer.  The 
Applicant’s POD states that their technology does not require the use of water to wash panels. 

 

2.1.3.4 Decommissioning 
The p roposed S tateline S olar Far m w ould hav e an ant icipated l ifetime of 30 y ears, and  i t i s 
likely that after that time the site would be decommissioned and existing facilities and equipment 
would be r emoved.  Project decommission would i nvolve complete r emoval of  the P V arrays 
and supporting electrical and facility systems.  Following decommissioning, the area would be 
reclaimed and r estored according t o appl icable r egulations at  t he t ime of decommissioning.  
Decommissioning is expected to occur over a period of 2 to 3 y ears, beginning within 3 y ears 
after the termination of commercial operation. 

The appl icant has  s ubmitted a pr eliminary Closure, Decommissioning, and R eclamation Plan 
(Decommissioning P lan; First S olar 2012 d) which s ummarizes t he ac tivities t hat w ould occur 
during c onstruction and oper ations t o pr e-position t he f acility f or dec ommissioning, and t he 
activities that are expected to take place during the decommissioning process.   Because site 
conditions and ag ency r equirements ar e ex pected t o c hange ov er t he c ourse o f t he 30 -year 
project l ifespan, a Final Decommissioning Plan would be developed prior to termination of the 
ROW authorization, and would be approved by the BLM. 

The Decommissioning Plan addresses the following issues: 

• Site preparation for decommissioning, including removal of hazardous materials; 

• Removal of project-related infrastructure; 

• Reuse, recycling, or disposal of components and wastes; 

• Site restoration and revegetation efforts, including decompaction, seeding, and planting 
of seedlines; 

• Site monitoring and success criteria; and 

• Cost estimate and funding mechanism for these activities. 

Upon cessation o f operations, all s tructures constructed on  t he s ite would be r emoved.  This 
would include PV modules and t heir supporting posts, several PCSs, PV Combing Switchgear 
cabinets, transmission system, the project substation, and anc illary facilities.  Ancillary facilities 
to be removed would include the O&M f acility, parking areas, septic and leach system, water 
storage tanks, access roads, fence, and lighting.  The full extent of removal would depend on  
the planned use of the site following termination of the ROW.  If the site is planned to continue 
use for industrial or commercial purposes, certain facilities may be left in place with the approval 
of BLM.  If no further use as a developed site is planned, the site would be restored to its current 
condition as natural habitat and rural open space. 

Removal and r ecycling of the PV modules would be done i n accordance with First Solar’s pre-
funded module recycling program, established in 2005, through which modules may be returned 
to Fi rst S olar for r ecycling at  no c ost t o the end us er.  A s m odules ar e s old, t he anticipated 



DESERT STATELINE SOLAR FARM PROJECT 
2.0 PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 

 

NOVEMBER 2012 2-15 DRAFT EIS/EIR 

recycling cost is pre-funded into a trust account that is managed by a t hird-party trustee.  T he 
program enabl es al l c omponents o f t he modules, i ncluding t he glass and t he enc apsulated 
semi-conductor material, to be processed into new modules or other products. 

During removal of  facility s tructures, disturbed ar eas w ould be  s tabilized t o protect t he s ite 
against s tormwater r unoff and s edimentation damage during f inal r evegetation.  Both s ite 
conditions and r egulations m ay hav e c hanged at t he t ime o f dec ommissioning, so s pecific 
details r egarding s ite s tabilization m ethods w ould be pr oposed by  t he Applicant for a gency 
approval at  t hat time.  However, t he m ethods are ex pected t o i nclude the us e o f standard 
erosion control Best Management Practices (BMPs) such as mulch, fiber rolls, silt fence, and re-
seeding. 

Site restoration activities to occur at the close of the project life would include: 

• Decompaction and replacement of topsoils; 

• Supplemental seeding; 

• Planting of a combination of annual and perennial w oody species, shrubs, an d 
succulents; 

• Weed control; and 

• Performance m onitoring and r eporting for a m inimum o f 5 y ears, w ith r e-seeding as  
necessary. 

The p roposed seed mix t o be us ed for supplemental r e-seeding i s summarized i n T able 2 -2.  
The proposed container plants to be transplanted are summarized in Table 2-3. 

 
Table 2-2: Summary of Proposed Seed Mix for Supplemental Re-Seeding 

Seed List  
Scientific Name  Common Name  Pure Live Seed 

(PLS,  pounds/acre)  
Ambrosia dumosa  burro-weed  4.00  
Amsinckia tessellata  devil’s lettuce  3.00  
Atriplex canescens  four-wing saltbush  3.00  
Camissonia brevipes  golden suncup  0.50  
Chaenactis fremontii  desert pincushion  3.00  
Encelia farinosa  brittlebush  1.00  
Eriogonum fasciculatum var. polifolium  rosemary California buckwheat  3.00  
Eriophyllum wallacei  woolly easterbonnets  1.00  
Eschscholzia glyptosperma  desert golden poppy  1.00  
Hymenoclea salsola  cheesebush  3.00  
Larrea tridentata  creosote bush  6.00  
Malacothrix glabrata  desert dandelion  1.00  
Pleuraphis rigida  big galleta  5.00  
Salvia columbariae  chia  1.00  
Sphaeralcea ambigua  desert globe mallow  0.10  
Total  35.60 
Source: First Solar 2012d 
 

Table 2-3: Summary of Plants for Transplantation 
Scientific Name  Common Name  Container Size  Plants/acre 
Ephedra nevadensis  Mormon tea  1 gallon  10  
Ambrosia dumosa  burro-weed  1 gallon  35  
Encelia farinosa  brittlebush  1 gallon  35  
Hymenoclea salsola  cheesebush  1 gallon  10  
Opuntia acanthocarpa var. 
coloradensis  

buckhorn cholla  1 gallon  15  

Atriplex canescens  four-wing saltbush  1 gallon  20  
Acacia greggii  catclaw  1 gallon  5  
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Table 2-3: Summary of Plants for Transplantation 
Eriogonum fasciculatum var. 
polifolium  

California buckwheat  1 gallon  20  

Coleogyne ramosissima  blackbrush  1 gallon  10 
Lycium cooperi  Cooper’s lycium  1 gallon  5  
Larrea tridentata  creosote bush  1 gallon  50  
Yucca schidigera  Mohave yucca  1 gallon  5  
Pleuraphis rigida  big galleta  1 gallon  20  
Total  240 
Source: First Solar 2012d.  BLM notes that, although this is the seed mix proposed by the Applicant in the 
Decommissioning Plan, the blackbrush (Coleogyne ramosissima) is not reported on the site, and therefore will 
not be included in the approved plan. 
 

2.1.3.5 Design Features and Best Management Practices 
The P roposed Action includes numerous features and p ractices that were i ncluded by  t he 
Applicant in order to avoid or reduce environmental impacts.  The descriptions of the features 
and practices presented in this section are derived from the August 2011 POD submitted by the 
Applicant to the BLM, as well as supplemental technical reports, management plans, and 
responses to agency data requests. 

 

Design Features 
As discussed in Section 1, the Applicant’s proposed project configuration and design has been 
modified several times in order to reduce potential impacts.  These modifications have included 
the following elements:  

• Adjustment of  Project Configuration Within S tudy Area.  The Applicant has  m ade 
many modifications to their proposed project area since their original 2006 application in 
order to avoid or reduce environmental impacts.  The Applicant’s approach has been to 
evaluate r esources w ithin a l arger s tudy ar ea, and t hen p ropose smaller pr oject 
configurations within the study area that are designed to avoid or minimize resource 
impacts. 

• Underground Electrical Collection System within each Block of Solar Arrays.  The 
proposed unde rground collection system would reduce the v isual i mpact of ov erhead 
transmission systems, as well as the potential for avian impact with transmission lines. 

• Avoidance of Drainages. The Proposed Action and alternatives would avoid placement 
of PV modules or any other infrastructure within 100 feet of any significant onsite 
drainages, thus maintaining pre-project water and sediment flows to downstream areas 
and avoiding potential stormwater damage. 

• Minimal Water Use Required During Operations.  Following completion of 
construction, the only water use for t he project would be the use of  water for sanitary 
purposes for onsite staff. 

• Pre-Funded PV Module Collection and Recycling Program.  First Solar’s program for 
manufacturing and sale of the PV modules includes collection of an up-front fee to cover 
future costs for packaging, shipping, and recycling of module components. 

 
Resource Surveys and Protective Measures 
Surveys designed to identify sensitive cultural and biological resources and stormwater flow 
systems within the 5,500 acre study area have been completed, and are detailed in resource 
reports s ubmitted t o B LM.  T he A pplicant has us ed t he results o f the s urveys t o site t he 
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proposed facility and al ternatives w ithin t he s tudy ar ea i n a m anner w hich m inimizes 
disturbance to t he env ironment and  resources wherever pos sible.  T he A pplicant w ould al so 
avoid placement of any facility-related infrastructure, including PV modules, within major active 
drainages.  E mployee environmental aw areness training, addi tional s urveys, and us e o f 
monitors w ould al so be i mplemented p rior t o a nd dur ing and ground-disturbing a ctivities t o 
further en sure that any  r esources p resent ar e identified and  av oided. Training and  s urveys 
would focus on avoidance of cultural resources, desert tortoises, and migratory and nesting 
birds.  Any resources that could not be avoided would be managed in accordance with plans 
approved by BLM and other applicable resource agencies. 

 
Best Management Practices (BMPs) 
BMPs would be implemented during construction and operations.  These would include: 

• Limiting work activities to daylight hours unless daytime time temperatures prohibit work 
in daylight; 

• Inspection of vehicles and infrastructure containing fuels to identify spills, and c lean-up 
of spills when they are identified; 

• Use of qualified biological monitors to monitor all work activities taking place outside of 
fenced areas; 

• Limiting vegetation removal to the smallest area necessary; 

• Limiting construction traffic access, passing, turning, and staging areas to existing roads 
where possible; 

• Maintaining a speed limit of 25 miles per hour; 

• General housekeeping and trash m anagement to avoid attracting ravens and other 
wildlife; 

• No dogs or firearms permitted on work site; and 

• No plant or wildlife collection permitted except as allowed by facility permits. 

 

Management Plans 
Management plans to be followed during project construction and operations include: 

• Air Quality Construction Management Plan.  The Applicant’s Air Quality Construction 
Management Plan (First Solar 2012c) specifies measures that would be used to comply 
with requirements of the Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District (MDAQMD).  
Specifically, the plan describes measures that would be used to avoid or reduce fugitive 
dust emissions associated with ground disturbance and traffic.  These measures include: 
- use of revegetation as soon as possible after site disturbance; 
- sweeping streets of visible soil; 
- suspending earth-moving activities at wind speeds greater than 25 miles per hour; 
- the use of pavement, water, or chemical stabilizers on roads; 
- minimizing the area of disturbance; 
- selecting construction equipment based on low emission factors and high energy 

efficiency; 
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- Including statements of grading plans instructing contractors that all equipment must 
be t uned and m aintained ac cording to m anufacturer s pecification an d t hat al l 
equipment must be shut off when not in use; and 

- Encouraging carpooling by site workers. 

• Traffic Control Plan.  The Applicant would implement a Traffic Control Plan (First Solar 
2012e) that specifies measures that would be used to minimize disruption to local traffic.  
The P lan s pecifies t he use o f flaggers, s ignage, and t emporary l ane closures w hen 
necessary for del ivery o f equipment; advance not ice o f c losures t o o ther us ers o f t he 
road; advance notice of closures to emergency service providers; and appointment of a 
Construction Relations Officer to work with the agencies and local parties on traffic and 
other issues.  

• Emergency Response and Hazardous Materials Management Plan.  The Applicant 
would implement t heir E mergency R esponse and H azardous Materials Management 
Plan (First Solar 2012b) which specifies measures associated with the management of 
onsite hazardous materials, fuels, and wastes generated during construction, operations, 
and decommissioning.  This Plan includes the following elements: 
- Identification of worker duties and responsibilities associated with emergency 

response; 
- Employee training; 
- Procedures for emergency response and incident reporting; 
- Procedures for storing and handling hazardous materials; 
- Procedures for waste characterization, recycling, and disposal; and 
- Procedures for c onducting i nspections o f haz ardous m aterials and w aste s torage 

areas. 

• Vegetation Management Plan.  The Applicant’s Vegetation Management Plan (First 
Solar 2012f) specifies measures to minimize adverse impacts to native vegetation and 
special s tatus plant species.  The Plan i ncludes measures to m inimize the area to be 
graded, and pl ace f acility infrastructure i n a manner w hich a voids r esources.  For  
resources w hich cannot be av oided, t he Plan de fines measures t o transplant and/ or 
restore di sturbed ar eas.  The Plan i ncludes measures to salvage and transplant 
succulents such as yucca and c actus species, use salvaged topsoil and nat ive seed to 
immediately restore temporarily di sturbed ar eas, and i dentify t iming and  m ethods for 
revegetation efforts. 

• Noxious Weed Management Plan.  The Applicant would implement a Noxious Weed 
Management P lan ( First S olar 2012 a) w hich de fines pr ocedures t o m inimize t he 
potential f or propagation of  nox ious and i nvasive weeds due t o pr oject c onstruction, 
operation, and dec ommissioning. This P lan i ncludes t he m easures to be  t aken by  t he 
Applicant: 
- The A pplicant w ould f ollow B LM’s H erbicide U se S tandard O perating P rocedures 

provided in A ppendix B of  the Record of Decision f or the Final Vegetation 
Treatments Using Herbicides Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (BLM 
2007). 

- Mowing would only be used as necessary to maintain the height of vegetation so that 
solar modules are not shaded. 

- Preconstruction s urveys w ould be c onducted t o i dentify t he p resence o f nox ious 
weeds. 
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- A her bicide us e pr oposal, as  dev eloped i n coordination w ith t he B LM Weed 
Coordinator, would be implemented.  Herbicides would be l imited to those approved 
by BLM. 

- Ground disturbance would be l imited by restricting travel outside of the construction 
zone, l imiting the area occupied by  s torage and s taging areas, and al lowing t ravel 
only on designated routes. 

- Equipment cleaning sites would be es tablished and used to wash heavy equipment 
and all vehicles used for ground-disturbing activities. 

- The A pplicant w ould pr ovide t raining t o w orkers t o i dentify weeds an d m inimize 
activities that could propagate weeds. 

- Straw bales and wattles used for erosion control would be certified weed-free. 

The Weed Management Plan discusses how the Applicant would submit a Pesticide Use 
Proposal (PUP) prior to beginning construction, and would submit Pesticide Application 
Records (PARs) as required within 24 hours of application.  The Plan includes templates 
for the PUP and PAR, but the PUP has not yet been completed and submitted to BLM. 

• Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy.  The Applicant would implement their Bird and 
Bat Conservation Strategy (First Solar 2012g) to identify resident and migratory bird and 
bat species that could potentially be present, identify project-related activities that could 
affect i ndividuals or  habi tat, de fine measures t o be us ed t o m inimize t he pot ential for 
impacts, and establish a monitoring program to evaluate the strategy. 

• Raven M anagement P lan.  The A pplicant’s Raven Management P lan ( First S olar 
2012h) would address indirect impacts to desert tortoise by eliminating and minimizing 
attraction of ravens to the maximum extent practicable.  The Plan would protect juvenile 
and hatchling desert tortoises in the project vicinity from predation by common ravens by 
eliminating or  m inimizing raven at tractants and  s ubsidies s uch as  ope n w ater, t rash, 
animal and plant waste materials, and perching, nesting, and roosting sites. 

• Desert Tortoise Translocation Plan.  The Applicant would implement a Desert Tortoise 
Translocation Plan (First Solar 2012i) to minimize the mortality of desert tortoise during 
project construction, operations, and decommissioning.  The procedures in the Plan are 
based on t he Draft Translocation o f Mojave Desert Tortoises From Project S ites: P lan 
Development Guidance (USFWS 2010), and t he locations for translocation proposed in 
the Plan are based on t he Desert T ortoise T ranslocation: O ptions f or I vanpah Valley 
(First S olar 2012 j).  The P lan i ncludes des criptions o f habi tat c onditions, i ncluding 
estimates o f nu mbers o f des ert t ortoises, w ithin the pr oject a rea.  The Plan i dentifies 
recipient and control sites, methods to be used to translocate tortoises, and a description 
of a long-term monitoring and reporting program to evaluate the effectiveness of the 
translocation effort. 

• Storm Water M anagement Plan.  The A pplicant w ould i mplement their S torm Water 
Management P lan (First S olar 2012 k) t o pr otect t he facility from s tormwater d amage, 
and t o m inimize t he pot ential for s edimentation and er osion i mpacts.  The P lan 
addresses the construction, operation, and maintenance of debris and sediment basins, 
the manner o f s ite grading to p romote s heet flow, and pr ocedures for inspecting and  
correcting er osion w ithin t he P V ar rays and at  t he bas e o f pos ts supporting t he P V 
modules. 

• Decommissioning P lan.  The Applicant ha s s ubmitted a p reliminary Closure, 
Decommissioning, and R eclamation Plan ( First S olar 2012 d) which s ummarizes the 
activities t hat w ould take pl ace dur ing the dec ommissioning pr ocess.  The 
Decommissioning P lan addr esses r emoval of  pr oject-related i nfrastructure; r euse, 
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recycling, or  di sposal of  c omponents and w astes; s ite r estoration and r evegetation 
efforts; and cost estimates and f unding m echanisms f or these ac tivities.  The 
Decommissioning Plan would be  revised and re-submitted shortly before project 
decommissioning to incorporate any up-to-date modifications. 

• Environmental I nspection and  C ompliance M onitoring P lan.  To ev aluate 
compliance with regulations and BLM’s stipulations and mitigation measures associated 
with t he R OW grant and t he app roved m anagement plans, the Applicant w ould 
implement an E nvironmental I nspection and C ompliance M onitoring P rogram for bo th 
construction and oper ations.  The Applicant would assign a qualified individual to serve 
as Environmental Manager.  This i ndividual would be responsible for developing and 
implementing the program, including reporting and communicating issues, as required, 
with BLM, the County, and other agencies, as applicable.  The Plan would be developed 
following i ssuance of  t he R OW grant, and w ould i ncorporate m easures t o ens ure 
compliance with mitigation measures identified in the Final EIS, as well as conditions of 
approval of the grant. 

 
Regulatory-Required Plans 
The Applicant would develop and implement plans as required to comply with Federal and state 
environmental regulations.  At a minimum, these are expected to include the following: 

• SWPP Plan.  As required under the Clean Water Act for construction activities that will 
disturb more than one acre of land, the Applicant would develop and follow an SWPPP.  
The SWPPP would define measures to be followed to reduce the potential for erosion 
and sediment run-off from the site during construction and operations. 

• SPCC Plan.  In compliance with the EPA’s Oil Pollution Prevention Regulations in Title 
40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 112, the Applicant would develop and 
implement an SPCC Plan to manage the presence of oil-containing transformers. 

• Streambed A lteration A greement.  Given t he ant icipated i mpacts t o California 
department of Fish and Game (CDFG) jurisdictional areas, the Applicant would be 
required to obtain a Streambed Alteration Agreement from the CDFG in accordance with 
Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game code.  This permit would include mitigation 
measures that would be implemented by the Applicant. 

The scope and requirements of these plans are standardized, and the plans would be required 
to be s ubmitted t o t he applicable ag encies f or r eview and appr oval.  A lso, t he A pplicant’s 
compliance with the plans would be subject to regulatory agency inspection and, if necessary, 
enforcement action. 

 

2.2 Proposed Land Use Amendment Decisions 
2.2.1 Summary of Land Use Plan Amendment Decisions 
The proposed Stateline Solar Farm Project would be located in an area falling under the BLM’s 
CDCA P lan.  T he C DCA P lan i dentifies s olar energy dev elopment as  an aut horized us e of 
public lands, consistent with the CDCA Plan and NEPA.  The proposed site is designated as 
within the Multiple Use Class “Limited” (MUC-L) category of the BLM’s CDCA Plan. 

If any  o f the full action al ternatives (alternatives t hat result i n app roval of a R OW grant an d 
construction of a solar project) are selected as the preferred alternative, the BLM can authorize 
the ROW application and amend the CDCA to designate public lands within the area as suitable 
for solar energy development.  The potential LUP amendment decisions being evaluated in the 
Draft EIS/EIR include: 
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• PA1 – The CDCA Plan would be amended to identify the Project application area as an 
element w ithin t he P lan (this i s t he pr oposed LU P am endment t hat w ould be 
implemented under Action Alternatives 1, 2, 3 or 4 [see Section 2.3 below]). 

• PA2 – The CDCA Plan would be amended to modify the boundaries of the existing 
Ivanpah D WMA ( this LU P am endment w ould al so be implemented under  Action 
Alternatives 1, 2, 3 or 4). 

• PA3 – The C DCA P lan w ould not  be am ended (this w ould be  as sociated w ith t he 
Alternative 5, the No Action Alternative). 

• PA5 – The C DCA P lan would be am ended t o i dentify t he Project application ar ea as  
unsuitable for any type of solar energy development (this is the No Project Alternative 
identified as Alternative 6). 

• PA6 – The C DCA P lan would be am ended t o i dentify t he Project application ar ea as  
suitable f or any  t ype of  s olar ener gy development (this i s t he N o P roject A lternative 
identified as Alternative 7). 

 

2.2.2 Modification of Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
In addi tion t o t he l and us e pl anning dec isions by  t he B LM t o appr ove an y of  t he action 
alternatives ( PA1 abov e), t he B LM is al so analyzing amendments t o t he C DCA P lan ( PA2 
above) that would alter the boundary of the Ivanpah DWMA.  

During s coping, B asin and  Range W atch submitted a proposal for t he BLM to designate an  
Ivanpah Valley Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC).  The ACEC was proposed by 
Basin and R ange Watch in a petition submitted as  a s coping c omment l etter to t he BLM 
Needles Field Office Manager on O ctober 23, 2011 ( BRW 2011).  T he ACEC, as proposed by 
Basin and R ange Watch, would comprise an area of  129,379 acres within both California and 
Nevada, including approximately 32,000 acres within the CDCA.  The purpose of the nomination 
was to pr eserve l ands i n Ivanpah V alley f or pr otection o f biological, v isual, and c ultural 
resources. 

The CDCA already includes two DWMAs encompassing about 312,000 acres that are managed 
accordingly for recovery of the desert tortoise.  These DWMAs were designated in the Northern 
and Eastern Mojave (NEMO) Amendments to the CDCA Plan in 2002 (BLM 2002), and include 
the Ivanpah DWMA, which encompasses 37,280 acres of public lands in Ivanpah Valley.  The 
Ivanpah DWMA was established in response to the l isting of the desert tortoise as threatened 
under t he s tate and Fe deral E ndangered S pecies A cts, des ignation o f critical habi tat for the 
desert tortoise, and publ ication of the 1994 Recovery Plan for Desert Tortoise (USFWS 1994).  
The Recovery Plan recommended actions to meet recovery criteria, including establishing areas 
where viable desert tortoise populations are maintained, developing management prescriptions 
to address threats, provide sufficient habitat that the management strategies would be effective, 
monitor populations to assess effectiveness, establish environmental education programs, and 
continue r esearch ne cessary t o as sess threats.  I n r esponse t o t hese r ecommendations, t he 
NEMO P lan am endments es tablished t he Ivanpah D WMA to en compass t he nor theastern 
portion of the Ivanpah Critical Habitat Unit for the desert tortoise in Ivanpah Valley. 

At the time of the NEMO Plan Amendment, the 29,110 acre Northern Ivanpah Valley Unit was 
not i ncluded w ithin t he Ivanpah DWMA. The Basin and Range W atch petition pr oposes t o 
include the Northern I vanpah Valley Unit as  a p ortion o f t heir proposed Ivanpah ACEC.  The 
BLM acknowledges the value of many of the resources nominated that did not meet the 
importance criteria, and they will continue to be managed under the CDCA Plan.    

With respect to the portion of  the nominated ACEC in Nevada, lands in Nevada are under the 
jurisdiction of the Las Vegas Field Office in the Nevada State Office.  B LM-Nevada and BLM-
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California coordinated review of the ACEC nomination, however, BLM-California does not have 
jurisdiction to amend the Las Vegas Resource Management Plan or put temporary management 
actions i n pl ace i n N evada.  Therefore, the Las  Vegas Fi eld O ffice i s evaluating the N evada 
portion of the nomination area in connection with their Las Vegas Resource Management Plan 
revision and the Supplemental Draft EIS for the Silver State South Solar Project. 

In response to the ROW application, BLM identified a need to consider modification of the 
boundaries of the currently-existing Ivanpah DWMA in order to provide additional protection to 
resources in the project area.  To be eligible for designation as an ACEC, an area must meet 
the relevance and importance criteria described in 43 CFR 1610.7-2 and BLM Manual 1613.  
ACECs are designated through the Land Use Planning process.   

The BLM’s ana lysis of  D WMA boundar y modification is pr esented i n A ppendix D  of  t his 
EIS/EIR.  The onl y resource determined by  BLM t o be bot h r elevant a nd important was  t he 
desert t ortoise.  Specifically, despite t he relatively small, f ragmented na ture o f the nom inated 
area, new information is available which supports establishing additional protections to allow the 
desert tortoise to persist in the western portion of Ivanpah Valley. As stated in the 1994 
Recovery P lan and t he N EMO F inal EIS, t he non -lakebed po rtions of t he v alley c ontain 
excellent quality desert tortoise habitat and s upport high densities of tortoises. The area to be 
included in this modification supports a healthy, viable desert tortoise population. Protocol level 
surveys conducted prior to the planning of the Ivanpah SEGS project, clearance surveys of the 
project site and protocol level surveys of the translocation areas surrounding the project site all 
reflect a viable population persisting in this area. The number of tortoises cleared from Ivanpah 
SEGS Unit 1 and the Construction Logistics Area result in a calculated density of 19.34 desert 
tortoises/square mile (USFWS 2011). This figure includes a juvenile (<160 millimeter) density of 
8.29 desert t ortoise/square m ile, which i ndicates positive levels of  recruitment within t he 
population. In addition, in 2011, a revised Recovery Plan (USFWS 2011) was developed which 
re-delineated the recovery units, based on genetic research results. 

In addition to these comprehensive density estimates that were not available when the DWMA 
was established, the development pressure on this area has increased substantially. 
Development was originally anticipated to occur along I-15 (BLM 2002), which would have left 
large t racts o f t he v alley undi sturbed and enabl ed t he v alley t o c ontinue t o s upport a v iable 
desert tortoise population, despite the fragmentation issues.  This area may not be as isolated 
as described in the 2002 NEMO Plan and this population may play a more important role in the 
greater meta-population than previously anticipated. 

The BLM has determined that special management attention is needed for the desert tortoise 
based on t he appr oval of  an A ction A lternative, and has  i dentified a need t o m odify t he 
boundary of the Ivanpah DWMA, as it was established i n 2002, to align its boundaries with 
those o f t he Ivanpah C ritical H abitat U nit (CHU) and t he E astern M ojave R ecovery U nit by  
including a por tion o f t he Northern I vanpah Valley Unit.  M odification o f t he DWMA boundary 
would also serve to provide protection for translocated tortoises by limiting future land uses in 
the translocation areas. Such a modification addresses the Basin and Range Watch’s 
nomination. 

The portion of the Northern Ivanpah Valley Unit to be included would be the original 29,110 acre 
area, but without the acreage associated with the Ivanpah SEGS (3,471 acres), the CalTrans 
Joint P ort o f E ntry (133 ac res), D esert Xpress (estimated a t 109 ac res, bas ed on es timated 
ROW width of 100 feet) and, if approved, the Stateline Solar facility (2,143 acres for t he 
Proposed Action).  In addition, the boundary of the DWMA would be revised on the Ivanpah Dry 
Lake to allow land sailing in this area which does not support tortoise habitat.  This modification 
would r emove 2, 997 acres that ar e currently i n t he DWMA from the final DWMA boundaries.  
Therefore, the total acreage added under the Proposed Action would be 23,254 acres, and the 
reduction of 2,997 acres, resulting in a total acreage within the modified DWMA of 57,537 acres.  
The total acreage to be added to the existing 37,280 acres DWMA would vary under the other 
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various action al ternatives, as  calculated and p resented i n S ection 4 .6, Lands  and R ealty. A 
map showing the current and proposed revised boundaries of the DWMA are shown in Figure 2-
1. 

The m anagement pr escriptions for the c urrent I vanpah D WMA were dev eloped f or t he 
protection of desert tortoises, and are defined in Appendix A, Section A.2, of the NEMO Final 
EIS (BLM 2002).  These same prescriptions would apply to the expanded portion of the DWMA.  
This a rea w ould be i ncorporated i nto the ex isting I vanpah D WMA and would adopt  al l 
associated land use restrictions, including: 

1. Authorized g round-disturbing activities s hall normally be aut horized onl y bet ween 
November 1 and March 1.  If ground-disturbing activities must be authorized outside 
this window, an on-site biological monitor shall be r equired throughout activities, as 
well as other stipulations to prevent take. 

2. New surface disturbing projects shall include specific design features (see mitigation 
measures in Attachment 1 of Appendix A of the NEMO Final EIS) to minimize 
potential impacts to desert tortoise and desert tortoise habitat. 

3. Reclamation w ould be r equired for a ctivities t hat r esult i n l oss or  de gradation o f 
desert t ortoise habi tat w ithin t he des ert t ortoise wildlife m anagement area, t o as  
close to pre-disturbance condition as practicable. 

4. Cumulative new surface disturbance on public lands administered by the BLM within 
any desert tortoise wildlife management area shall be no m ore than one percent of 
BLM Lands. 

5. Compensation for di sturbances o f publ ic l ands within t he des ert t ortoise A CEC’s 
shall be required at the rate of five acres for each acre disturbed. 

Concurrent with this EIS/EIR, the BLM is working with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS), the California Energy Commission, and the California Department of Fish and Game 
to develop t he Desert Renewable Energy Conservation P lan, Habitat Conservation P lan, and  
Possible Land Use Plan Amendment (DRECP).  Scoping for the DRECP was announced by a 
Notice of Intent in the Federal Register on July 29, 2011.  (76 Fed. Reg. 45606).  The DRECP 
will c omprehensively ad dress how  t he B LM will c onserve nat ural c ommunities and s pecies 
pursuant to FLPMA while facilitating the timely permitting of renewable energy projects. 

 

2.3 Action Alternatives, Including the Proposed Action 
2.3.1 Alternative 1: Proposed Action 
Under this alternative, the BLM and County would take the following actions: 

• BLM would appr ove t he pr oposed R OW grant for t he Alternative 1 s ite c onfiguration, 
which totals 2,143 acres; 

• BLM would amend the CDCA Plan to identify the Desert Stateline Solar Farm facility as 
an element within the Plan; 

• BLM would modify the boundary of the existing Ivanpah DWMA, as described above in 
Section 2.1.3.6; 

• BLM would modify the designations of open routes; and 

• The County would issue well permits. 

The p roposed Project consists o f t he c onstruction, ope ration, m aintenance, and  
decommissioning of PV solar array and as sociated facilities necessary to generate 300 MW of 
electrical energy.  The facility would be located near the California-Nevada state line in eastern 
San B ernardino County, C alifornia ( Figure 1-1).  The P roject s ite i s l ocated appr oximately 2  
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miles south of the California-Nevada border and 0.5 mile west of I-15.  Access to the Project site 
is via Yates Well Road off I-15.   

The project would be located entirely on BLM-administered land on alluvial fan sediments on the 
western side of  Ivanpah Dry Lake.  The facility would also be l ocated approximately 0.5 miles 
north of the Primm Valley Golf Course. The casinos, hotels, and other development associated 
with P rimm, N evada, ar e l ocated appr oximately 2 miles t o t he nor theast o f t he s ite.  The 
Stateline Wilderness Area is located approximately 0.5 miles north of the northern boundary of 
the proposed location. 

The proposed facility would encompass 2,143 acres in a single, contiguous site footprint (Figure 
1-2).  A total of 253 PV arrays, each with an as sociated PCS, would be l ocated on the project 
site, designed to produce up to 300 MW of energy. The arrays would be connected to 12 PVCS 
units distributed throughout the arrays.  A 220-kV electrical transmission line passes near the 
proposed site, facilitating interconnection of the proposed facility and transmission of its 
renewable ener gy out put t o key l oad c enters i n region.  The project w ould connect t o t his 
transmission line at the Ivanpah Substation through a 2 .3-mile long gen-tie l ine proposed on a  
160-foot wide BLM  ROW. 

The Proposed Action would also include translocation of desert tortoises into an area as 
directed by USFWS and BLM.  The Applicant’s Draft Desert Tortoise Translocation Summary 
(First S olar 2012i ) i dentified and  ev aluated four pot ential t ranslocation sites w ithin t he E ast 
Mojave Recovery Unit.  These sites include: 

• Perimeter Site, comprising 4,700 acres directly surrounding the north, west, and south 
sides of the facility; 

• Stateline North Site, comprising 2,500 acres in the Stateline Pass area; 

• Mesquite Site, comprising 2,580 acres in Mesquite Valley; and 

• East Lake Site, comprising 3,000 acres on the eastern side of Ivanpah Dry Lake. 

The s elected area w ould not  be  i ncluded w ithin t he R OW grant, and would c ontinue t o be  
available for current uses (grazing, recreation) and future uses that may be applied for under the 
FLMPA, and that would be in conformance with the CDCA Plan, NEMO Amendments, and land 
uses r estrictions as sociated w ith t he appl icable D WMA ( existing o r new ly des ignated).  
Translocation would be done in accordance with procedures established by BLM, USFWS, and 
CDFG. 

The construction of the Stateline Solar Farm Project would employ an average of approximately 
400 on-site workers during the 2 to 4 year construction period, and 10 to 12 full time equivalent 
workers during operation. 

The P roposed A ction would i nclude t he c onstruction and ope ration o f two groundwater 
production wells; the primary well to be located on the southeastern corner of the facility, and 
the secondary well located approximately 4,250 feet west of facility.  In addition, three 
groundwater monitoring wells would be i nstalled to evaluate potential impacts to groundwater 
availability and quality.  The production wells would be 12 inches in diameter and 670 feet deep, 
with a s creened i nterval l ocated a t a dept h o f 430 to 630 feet below ground surface.  The 
monitoring wells would be approximately 220 feet deep.  Water would be conveyed through a 6-
inch diameter above-ground pipeline to 5 temporary water storage ponds spaced throughout the 
solar ar rays.  The pond s w ould be c onstructed t o pr event av ian and w ildlife ac cess.  Water 
trucks would acquire water from the ponds, and t ransport the water t o i ts point o f use dur ing 
construction. 

Table 2-4 provides the total acreage associated with the various components of the proposed 
facility.  T he areas i nclude three general c ategories: t he P V ar ray ar ea s urrounded by  t he 
fenceline; the transmission ROW, and the access road ROW.  The PV array area would 
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encompass, within the fenceline, al l PV solar ar rays, internal access and maintenance roads, 
stormwater management s tructures, groundwater wells and pi pelines, O &M B uilding, fencing, 
project s ubstation, and  g uard s hack.  I n addi tion, t he t emporary w ater s torage ponds , 
construction trailer area, and construction laydown areas would all be located within the fenced 
PV array area.  These facilities would be used temporarily during construction, and then would 
be reclaimed and covered with solar arrays in the later stages of construction. 

For t he P V ar ray ar ea, t he final R OW requirement is l arger than t he ar ea o f per manent 
disturbance bec ause major stormwater drainages within the fenced ar ea would be left 
undeveloped.  S imilarly, t he R OW requirements for the transmission c orridor and the access 
road are larger t han the per manent disturbance area because eac h of these linear facilities 
comprises a corridor of a minimum width, within which the transmission lines and r oads would 
be c onstructed.  The r oads t hat w ould be r e-routed out side o f t he p roject fenceline w ould 
constitute new permanent disturbance, but would not be included within the Applicant’s ROW 
grant. 

 
Table 2-4. Acres of Disturbance and ROW for Proposed Action (Alternative 1) 

Project Component Permanent 
Disturbance 

Temporary 
Disturbance 

Final ROW 

PV Array Area – includes PV field, internal roads, 
drainage structures, O&M Building, Guard Shack, 
and Substation 

1,989 - 2,084 

Roads and re-routed pipelines outside fenceline 17 - 0 
Transmission ROW 9 4 41 
Access Roads (includes SCE power service line) 8 - 18 
Total 2,023 4 2,143 
 

2.3.2 Alternative 2: 2,385 Acre Alternative 
Under this alternative, the BLM and County would take the following actions: 

• BLM would appr ove t he pr oposed R OW grant for t he A lternative 2 s ite configuration, 
which totals 2,385 acres; 

• BLM would amend the CDCA Plan to identify the Desert Stateline Solar Farm facility as 
an element within the Plan; 

• BLM would modify the boundary of the existing Ivanpah DWMA, as described above in 
Section 2.1.3.6; 

• BLM would modify the designations of open routes; and 

• The County would issue well permits. 

This alternative is conceptually similar to the Proposed Action (Alternative 1).  In Alternative 2, 
the A pplicant w ould c onstruct, oper ate, maintain, and  dec ommission the pr oposed Stateline 
Solar Far m Project, a 300 -MW solar P V f acility enc ompassing 2,385 acres on a bi furcated 
footprint.  The general location o f t he al ternative, including proximity t o t he California-Nevada 
border, I -15, P rimm, a nd I vanpah D ry Lak e, is appr oximately t he s ame as  des cribed for 
Alternative 1.   The location of Alternative 2 is shown in Figure 2-2, and the layout is shown is 
shown Figure 2-3.  The Alternative was developed by the Applicant for BLM to consider, as it 
reduces impacts to resources located to the north of the Primm Valley Golf Course. 

The northern portion of Alternative 2 partially overlaps the project area proposed for Alternative 
1.  Under A lternative 2,  t he nor thern portion o f the pr oject a rea pr oposed i n A lternative 1,  or  
approximately 540 ac res, w ould not  be i ncluded w ithin t he pr oject R OW.  This c onfiguration 
would s ite t he nor thern boundar y of  t he facility appr oximately 1. 0 m iles f rom the S tateline 
Wilderness Area. 
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In addition to the solar arrays located north of Primm Valley Golf Course, Alternative 2 would 
include an area of solar arrays located on the southwest side of the golf course.  This southern 
portion would comprise approximately 640 acres.  The southern portion would directly touch the 
golf course property at a single point on the southwestern corner of the golf course. 

Alternative 2 would also generate 300 MW of electrical energy from a total of 253 PV arrays, 
each w ith an as sociated PCS.  The arrays would be c onnected to 13  PVCS uni ts distributed 
throughout t he ar rays.  The pr oject w ould c onnect to t his transmission l ine at  t he I vanpah 
Substation through a 2. 3-mile long gen-tie line proposed on a 1 60-foot wide BLM transmission 
ROW. 

Even t hough the o utput and t otal nu mber o f PV ar rays i s t he s ame as t hat pr oposed for 
Alternative 1,  A lternative 2 w ould r equire a  l arger ar ea for t he R OW.  This i s bec ause the 
acreage requirement for t he ROW is driven not  j ust by  the number o f PV ar rays, but  also by  
their configuration.  The ROW area must include the project fence and buffer areas both outside 
and inside the fenceline, so the longer the fenceline is, the larger the required ROW area.  In 
general, the most space-efficient manner in which t o arrange the arrays, f ences, and buffer 
areas, in order to minimize the required ROW area, would be a circular configuration.  Any 
diversion from a c ircular configuration makes the perimeter of the facility longer, and t herefore 
extends the length of required fencing, including its buffer requirements.  This lengthening of the 
fence and buffer areas increases the acreage required for the ROW.  In the case of Alternatives 
1 and 2, Alternative 1 most closely approximates a circle in configuration, and therefore has the 
smallest acreage f ootprint.  Alternative 2,  on t he ot her hand,  has  a m uch l onger per imeter 
because it has been split into two separate parcels.  This longer perimeter results in Alternative 
2 having a larger ROW acreage requirement than Alternative 1. 

Alternative 2  would al so i nclude t ranslocation o f des ert tortoises i nto an ar ea a s di rected by  
USFWS and BLM.  The Applicant’s Draft Desert Tortoise Translocation Summary (First Solar 
2012i) i dentified and ev aluated f our pot ential t ranslocation s ites w ithin t he E ast Mojave 
Recovery Unit.  These sites include: 

• Perimeter Site, comprising 4,700 acres directly surrounding the north, west, and south 
sides of the facility; 

• Stateline North Site, comprising 2,500 acres in the Stateline Pass area; 

• Mesquite Site, comprising 2,580 acres in Mesquite Valley; and 

• East Lake Site, comprising 3,000 acres on the eastern side of Ivanpah Dry Lake. 

The selected a rea w ould not  be  i ncluded w ithin t he R OW grant, and would c ontinue t o be  
available for current uses (grazing, recreation) and future uses that may be applied for under the 
FLMPA, and that would be in conformance with the CDCA Plan, NEMO Amendments, and land 
uses r estrictions as sociated w ith t he appl icable D WMA ( existing o r new ly des ignated).  
Translocation would be done in accordance with procedures established by BLM, USFWS, and 
CDFG. 

The construction, operation, and decommissioning of Alternative 2 would require the same level 
of workforce, materials delivery, fuel use, and duration of schedule as the Proposed Action. 

Alternative 2 would include the construction and operation of two groundwater production wells, 
one to be located on the southeastern corner of the northern portion of the facility, and the other 
to be l ocated on t he eastern boundary of the southern portion of the facility.  I n addition, three 
groundwater monitoring wells would be i nstalled to evaluate potential impacts to groundwater 
availability and quality.  Two of these wells would be located in the northern portion of the 
facility, and one would be located within the southern portion.  The production wells would both 
be 12 inches in diameter and 670 f eet deep, with a screened interval located at a depth of 430 
to 630 feet below ground surface.  The monitoring wells would be approximately 220 feet deep.  
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Water would be conveyed through 6-inch diameter above-ground pipelines to 4 temporary water 
storage ponds.  Three of those ponds would be located in the northern portion of the facility, and 
one would be located in the southern portion of the facility.  Water t rucks would acquire water 
from the ponds, and transport the water to its point of use during construction. 

Table 2-5 provides the total acres of permanent and temporary disturbance associated with 
Alternative 2. Like the Proposed Action, the final ROW requirement is larger than the area of 
permanent disturbance because the transmission and access road corridors have a minimum 
width w ithin which t he facilities would be c onstructed.  The r oads t hat w ould be r e-routed 
outside of the project fenceline would constitute new permanent disturbance, but would not be 
included within the Applicant’s ROW grant. 

 
Table 2-5. Acres of Disturbance and ROW for Alternative 2 

Project Component Permanent 
Disturbance 

Temporary 
Disturbance 

Final ROW 

PV Array Area – includes PV field, internal roads, 
drainage structures, O&M Building, Guard Shack, 
and Substation 

2,310 - 2,310 

Roads and re-routed pipelines outside fenceline 10 - 0 
Transmission ROW 12 4 53 
Access Roads (includes SCE power service line) 12 - 22 
Total 2,344 4 2,385 
 

2.3.3 Alternative 3: 2,151 Acre Alternative 
Under this alternative, the BLM and County would take the following actions: 

• BLM would appr ove t he pr oposed R OW grant for t he A lternative 3 site c onfiguration, 
which totals 2,151 acres; 

• BLM would amend the CDCA Plan to identify the Project as an element within the Plan; 

• BLM would modify the boundary of the existing Ivanpah DWMA, as described above in 
Section 2.1.3.6; 

• BLM would modify the designations of open routes; and 

• The County would issue well permits. 

This alternative is conceptually similar to the Proposed Action (Alternative 1).  In Alternative 3, 
the A pplicant w ould c onstruct, oper ate, maintain, and  dec ommission the pr oposed Stateline 
Solar Far m Project, a 300 -MW s olar P V facility encompassing 2, 151 acres on a  s ingle, 
contiguous footprint.  T he general l ocation of  the al ternative, i ncluding pr oximity t o t he 
California-Nevada border, I -15, Primm, the Primm Valley Golf Course, and the Stateline 
Wilderness Area is approximately the same as described for Alternative 1.  The location of 
Alternative 3 is shown in Figure 2-4, and the layout is shown is shown Figure 2-5. 

Alternative 3 was developed by BLM, in coordination with the Applicant, to increase the area for 
potential tortoise connectivity between Metamorphic Hill and the solar facility.  Under Alternative 
1, the facility would directly abut the rocky slopes of Metamorphic Hill.  Under Alternative 3, the 
project fenceline would be separated from the base of Metamorphic Hill by approximately 1,250 
feet at its closest point. 

The ac reage as sociated w ith A lternative 3 par tially o verlaps t he pr oject ar ea p roposed for 
Alternative 1.  However, t his configuration shifts t he p roject footprint to the eas t, pl acing t he 
eastern boundary of the facility in close proximity to Ivanpah Dry Lake. 

Alternative 3 would also generate 300 MW of electrical energy from a total of 253 PV arrays, 
each w ith an as sociated PCS.  T he ar rays would be c onnected to 12 PVCS uni ts distributed 
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throughout t he ar rays.  T he pr oject w ould c onnect to t his transmission l ine at  t he I vanpah 
Substation through a 2. 3-mile long gen-tie line proposed on a 1 60-foot wide BLM transmission 
ROW.  As discussed for Alternative 2, the ROW requirement for Alternative 3 would be s lightly 
larger than that for Alternative 1, even though it has the same output and same number of PV 
arrays.  This is because the length of the fenceline in the modified configuration is slightly longer 
than the fenceline in Alternative 1. 

Alternative 3 would al so i nclude t ranslocation o f des ert tortoises i nto an ar ea a s di rected by  
USFWS and BLM.  The Applicant’s Draft Desert Tortoise Translocation Summary (First Solar 
2012i) i dentified and ev aluated f our pot ential t ranslocation s ites w ithin t he East M ojave 
Recovery Unit.  These sites include: 

• Perimeter Site, comprising 4,700 acres directly surrounding the north, west, and south 
sides of the facility; 

• Stateline North Site, comprising 2,500 acres in the Stateline Pass area; 

• Mesquite Site, comprising 2,580 acres in Mesquite Valley; and 

• East Lake Site, comprising 3,000 acres on the eastern side of Ivanpah Dry Lake. 

The selected a rea w ould not  be  i ncluded w ithin t he R OW grant, and would c ontinue t o be  
available for current uses (grazing, recreation) and future uses that may be applied for under the 
FLMPA, and that would be in conformance with the CDCA Plan, NEMO Amendments, and land 
uses r estrictions as sociated w ith t he appl icable D WMA ( existing o r new ly des ignated).  
Translocation would be done in accordance with procedures established by BLM, USFWS, and 
CDFG. 

The construction, operation, and decommissioning of Alternative 3 would require the same level 
of workforce, materials delivery, fuel use, and duration of schedule as the Proposed Action. 

Alternative 3 would include the construction and operation of two groundwater production wells; 
the primary well to be located on the southeastern corner of the facility, and the secondary well 
located approximately 4,250 feet west of facility.  In addition, three groundwater monitoring wells 
would be i nstalled t o ev aluate pot ential i mpacts t o groundwater av ailability and q uality.  The 
production wells would be 12 i nches in diameter and 670 feet deep, with a s creened interval 
located at  a dept h of  430 t o 630 f eet below g round surface.  The m onitoring wells would be 
approximately 220 feet deep.  Water w ould be c onveyed t hrough a 6 -inch di ameter abov e-
ground pipeline to 5 temporary water storage ponds spaced throughout the solar arrays.  Water 
trucks would acquire water from the ponds, and t ransport the water t o i ts point o f use dur ing 
construction. 

Table 2-6 provides the total acres of permanent and temporary disturbance associated with 
Alternative 3. Like the Proposed Action, the final ROW requirement is larger than the area of 
permanent disturbance because the transmission and access road corridors have a minimum 
width w ithin which t he facilities w ould be c onstructed.  The r oads t hat w ould be r e-routed 
outside of the project fenceline would constitute new permanent disturbance, but would not be 
included within the Applicant’s ROW grant. 

Table 2-6. Acres of Disturbance and ROW for Alternative 3 
Project Component Permanent 

Disturbance 
Temporary 
Disturbance 

Final ROW 

PV Array Area – includes PV field, internal roads, 
drainage structures, O&M Building, Guard Shack, 
and Substation 

2,076 - 2,076 

Roads and re-routed pipelines outside fenceline 26 - 0 
Transmission ROW 12 4 53 
Access Roads (includes SCE power service line) 10 - 22 
Total 2,124 4 2,151 
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2.3.4 Alternative 4: Reduced Acreage Alternative 
Under this alternative, the BLM and County would take the following actions: 

• BLM would appr ove t he pr oposed ROW grant for t he A lternative 4  site c onfiguration, 
which totals 1,766 acres; 

• BLM would amend the CDCA Plan to identify the Desert Stateline Solar Farm facility as 
an element within the Plan; 

• BLM would modify the boundary of the existing Ivanpah DWMA, as described above in 
Section 2.1.3.6; 

• BLM would modify the designations of open routes; and 

• The County would issue well permits. 

This alternative is conceptually similar to the Proposed Action (Alternative 1).  In Alternative 4, 
the Applicant would construct, operate, maintain, and dec ommission the proposed Project with 
a reduced generating capacity and facility footprint.  Specifically, Alternative 4 would involve the 
construction of a 232-MW solar PV facility encompassing 1,766 acres on a single, contiguous 
footprint.  The general location o f t he al ternative, including proximity t o t he California-Nevada 
border, I-15, Primm, the Primm Valley Golf Course, and the Stateline Wilderness Area is 
approximately the same as described for Alternative 2.  The location and layout of Alternative 4 
comprises the northern portion of the bifurcated alternative in Alternative 2, as shown in Figures 
2-2 and 2 -3.  The A lternative was de veloped b y B LM t o al low c onsideration of  a facility t hat 
would g enerate a l ower out put, bu t with a pot entially l arger r eduction i n r esource i mpacts by 
occupying a smaller land area. 

Like Alternative 2, the acreage associated with Alternative 4 partially overlaps the project area 
proposed for Alternative 1.  However, this configuration shifts the project footprint to the east, 
placing the eastern boundary of the facility in close proximity to Ivanpah Dry Lake. 

Alternative 4 would generate 232 MW of electrical energy from approximately 184 PV arrays, 
each with an associated PCS.  The arrays would be connected to approximately 9 PVCS units 
distributed t hroughout t he arrays.  T he project would connect to t his transmission l ine at  t he 
Ivanpah S ubstation through a  2.3 mile long g en-tie l ine pr oposed on a 1 60-foot w ide B LM 
transmission ROW. 

Alternative 4 would al so i nclude t ranslocation o f des ert tortoises i nto an ar ea a s di rected by  
USFWS and BLM.  The Applicant’s Draft Desert Tortoise Translocation Summary (First Solar 
2012i) i dentified and ev aluated f our pot ential t ranslocation s ites w ithin t he E ast M ojave 
Recovery Unit.  These sites include: 

• Perimeter Site, comprising 4,700 acres directly surrounding the north, west, and south 
sides of the facility; 

• Stateline North Site, comprising 2,500 acres in the Stateline Pass area; 

• Mesquite Site, comprising 2,580 acres in Mesquite Valley; and 

• East Lake Site, comprising 3,000 acres on the eastern side of Ivanpah Dry Lake. 

The selected a rea w ould not  be  i ncluded w ithin t he R OW grant, and would c ontinue t o be  
available for current uses (grazing, recreation) and future uses that may be applied for under the 
FLMPA, and that would be in conformance with the CDCA Plan, NEMO Amendments, and land 
uses r estrictions as sociated w ith t he appl icable D WMA ( existing o r new ly des ignated).  
Translocation would be done in accordance with procedures established by BLM, USFWS, and 
CDFG. 



DESERT STATELINE SOLAR FARM PROJECT 
2.0 PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 

 

NOVEMBER 2012 2-30 DRAFT EIS/EIR 

The construction, operation, and decommissioning of Alternative 4 would require the same level 
of workforce, materials delivery, and fuel use as the Proposed Action.  However, because of the 
smaller project size, the duration of construction would be shorter. 

Alternative 4 would include the construction and operation of two groundwater production wells; 
the primary well to be located on the southeastern corner of the facility, and the secondary well 
located approximately 4,250 feet west of facility.  In addition, three groundwater monitoring wells 
would be i nstalled t o ev aluate pot ential i mpacts t o groundwater av ailability and q uality.  The 
production wells would be 12 i nches in diameter and 670 feet deep, with a s creened interval 
located at  a dept h of  430 t o 630 f eet below g round surface.  The m onitoring wells would be 
approximately 220 feet deep.  Water w ould be c onveyed t hrough a 6 -inch di ameter abov e-
ground pipeline to 3 temporary water storage ponds spaced throughout the solar arrays.  Water 
trucks would acquire water from the ponds, and t ransport the water t o i ts point o f use dur ing 
construction. 

Table 2-7 provides the total acres of permanent and temporary disturbance associated with 
Alternative 4.   Li ke the Proposed Action, the final ROW requirement is larger than the area of 
permanent disturbance because the transmission and access road corridors have a minimum 
width w ithin which t he facilities w ould be c onstructed.  The r oads t hat w ould be r e-routed 
outside of the project fenceline would constitute new permanent disturbance, but would not be 
included within the Applicant’s ROW grant. 

Table 2-7. Acres of Disturbance and ROW for Alternative 4 
Project Component Permanent 

Disturbance 
Temporary 
Disturbance 

Final ROW 

PV Array Area – includes PV field, internal roads, 
drainage structures, O&M Building, Guard Shack, 
and Substation 

1,691 - 1,691 

Roads and re-routed pipelines outside fenceline 10 - 0 
Transmission ROW 12 4 53 
Access Roads (includes SCE power service line) 10 - 22 
Total 1,725 4 1,766 
 

As discussed in the Purpose and Need (Section 1.1), one objective for the project is to “create a 
clean, r enewable source of  electricity t hat helps meet California’s g rowing dem and for power 
and helps fulfill national and state renewable energy goals and greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions reduction requirements”.  B ecause the power output of Alternative 4 would be l ower 
than that of the other action alternatives, Alternative 4 would not be as effective in achieving the 
renewable ener gy goals and GHG em ission reductions as  t he other ac tion al ternatives.  The 
State’s renewable energy goals would have to be met using other alternative energy projects at 
other locations. 

Additionally, as discussed for BLM’s Purpose and Need, the reduced output under Alternative 4 
means that this Alternative would not be as  effective as Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 i n meeting the 
mandates under Executive Order 13212, dated May 18, 2001, Secretarial Order 3285A1, dated 
March 11,  2009,  and a mended on Feb ruary 2 2, 2010,  and the E nergy P olicy A ct o f 2005  
(EPAct). 

 

2.4 No Action Alternatives 
2.4.1 Alternative 5: No Issuance of a ROW grant, No County Approval, No LUP 

Amendment 
Under this alternative, the BLM and County would take the following actions: 

• BLM would not approve the proposed ROW grant for the facility; 
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• BLM would not amend the CDCA Plan; 

• BLM would not modify the boundary of the existing Ivanpah DWMA; 

• BLM would not modify the designations of open routes; and 

• The County would not issue well permits. 

As a r esult, no s olar ener gy pr oject w ould be constructed, and  the B LM would c ontinue t o 
manage the site consistent with the existing land use designation in the CDCA Plan.  Because 
there would be no  am endment t o the C DCA P lan and no s olar project appr oved f or t he s ite 
under this alternative, no new structures or facilities would be constructed or operated on the 
site and no new ground disturbance would occur.  The land on which the project is proposed 
would bec ome av ailable t o ot her us es t hat a re c onsistent w ith t he CDCA P lan.  BLM’s 
management of the existing Ivanpah DWMA and open routes on the project site would continue 
as they are today. 

Because no P roject would be appr oved or  c onstructed under  A lternative 5,  i t would not  hel p 
meet the Purpose and Need or Applicant’s Objective identified in Section 1.1. 

This alternative is included because it is required by Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) 
regulations.  (40 CFR 1502.14(d)).  The No Action alternative is the only alternative that must be 
analyzed in an EIS that does not respond to the purpose and need for the action.  However, 
provides a useful baseline for comparison of environmental effects (including cumulative effects) 
and demonstrates the consquences of not meeting the purpose and need.   

  

2.5 No Project Alternatives 
2.5.1 Alternative 6: No Issuance of a ROW grant, No County Approval, Approval of a LUP 

Amendment to E xclude S olar E nergy Development on t he Site of  the P roposed 
Action 

Under this alternative, the BLM and County would take the following actions: 

• BLM would not approve the proposed ROW grant for the facility; 

• BLM would amend the CDCA Plan to identify the s ite as unsuitable for solar energy 
development; 

• BLM would not modify the boundary of the existing Ivanpah DWMA; 

• BLM would not modify the designations of open routes; and 

• The County would not issue well permits. 

As a result of implementing this alternative, no solar energy project would be constructed on the 
site, and t he B LM would c ontinue t o m anage t he s ite c onsistent w ith t he ex isting l and us e 
designation in the CDCA Plan.  Because the CDCA Plan would be amended to identify the site 
as unsuitable for future solar energy development, it is expected that the site would continue to 
remain in its existing condition, with no new structures or facilities constructed or operated on 
the site. Existing uses of the land, including its inclusion within the Clark Mountain Grazing 
Allotment, would continue. 

 

2.5.2 Alternative 7: No Issuance of a ROW grant, No County Approval, Approval of a LUP 
Amendment t o Approve S olar E nergy D evelopment on t he S ite of  t he P roposed 
Action 

Under this alternative, the BLM and County would take the following actions: 
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• BLM would not approve the proposed ROW grant for the facility; 

• BLM would am end t he C DCA P lan t o identify t he s ite as  s uitable for solar ener gy 
development; 

• BLM would not modify the boundary of the existing Ivanpah DWMA; 

• BLM would not modify the designations of open routes; and 

• The County would not issue well permits. 

As a result of implementing this alternative, no solar energy project would be constructed on the 
site at this time, but BLM would amend the CDCA Plan to allow for other solar projects on t he 
site.  As a result, it is possible that another solar energy facility could be constructed on the site.  
Because the CDCA Plan would be amended t o allow f uture solar energy dev elopment, it is 
possible t hat t he s ite would be de veloped with t he s ame or  a di fferent s olar technology.  
Different solar technologies require different amounts of grading; however, it is expected that all 
solar technologies would require some amount of grading and site maintenance.  In the interim, 
existing us es o f the l and, i ncluding its inclusion w ithin t he C lark Mountain G razing A llotment, 
would continue until such t ime that those uses might be  modified as p art of the dec ision to 
authorize a different solar project.  Potential impacts that might occur in connection with a future 
solar energy project proposed in response to the land use plan contemplated by this alternative 
are s peculative at  t his t ime, bec ause they ar e associated w ith s ome future project.  These 
impacts w ould need t o be ev aluated i n a l ater env ironmental anal ysis as sociated w ith any  
projects that are proposed in the future. 

 

2.6 Comparison of Impacts by Alternative 
Table 2-8 presents a comparison of the differences in impacts among the alternatives described 
in Sections 2.3 through 2.5 above.  The information in Table 2-8 is derived from the analysis of 
environmental consequences presented in Chapter 4 of this Draft EIS/EIR. 
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Table 2-8. Comparison of Impacts by Alternative 

Resource 

Alternative 1 
Proposed 

Action 

Alternative 2 
2,385 Ac 

Alternative 

Alternative 3 
2,151 Ac 

Alternative 

Alternative 4 
Reduced Acreage 

Alternative 

Alternative 5 
No Action 
Alternative 

Alternative 6 
No Project, 

Exclude Solar 

Alternative 7 
No Project, Approve 

Solar 
Air Resources Adverse impacts 

from ground 
disturbance, dust 
generation, 
vehicle 
emissions. 

Same as Alt. 1, 
but for longer 
duration. 

Same as Alt. 1 Same as Alt. 1, but 
for shorter duration. 

No emissions near 
project site. 

No emissions near 
project site.   

No emissions near 
project site.  Impacts 
associated with a future 
project are speculative 
and would be considered 
in future project-specific 
analysis. 

Climate Change Adverse impacts 
from vehicle use.  
Beneficial 
impacts from 
eliminating need 
for natural gas 
generation. 

Same as Alt. 1. Same as Alt. 1. Adverse impacts 
lower than Alt. 1 
due to decreased 
size.  Beneficial 
impact also 
reduced compared 
to Alt. 1 due to 
lower power output. 

No emissions from 
vehicles, but no 
beneficial impacts 
from displacement 
of natural gas 
generation. 

No emissions from 
vehicles, but no 
beneficial impacts 
from displacement 
of natural gas 
generation. 

No emissions from 
vehicles, but no 
beneficial impacts from 
displacement of natural 
gas generation at this 
time.   Impacts 
associated with a future 
project are speculative 
and would be considered 
in future project-specific 
analysis. 

Archaeological 
and Built 
Environment 

Potential impacts 
to one eligible 
resource (Hoover 
to San 
Bernardino 
Transmission 
Line). 

Potential impacts 
to two eligible 
resources 
(Hoover to San 
Bernardino 
Transmission 
Line and STL-
25). 

Potential impacts 
to two eligible 
resources 
(Hoover to San 
Bernardino 
Transmission 
Line and STL-
25). 

Potential impacts to 
two eligible 
resources (Hoover 
to San Bernardino 
Transmission Line 
and STL-25). 

No impacts. No impacts. No impacts at this time.  
Impacts associated with 
a future project are 
speculative and would be 
considered in future 
project-specific analysis. 

Environmental 
Justice 

No impacts. No impacts. No impacts. No impacts. No impacts. No impacts. No impacts at this time.  
Impacts associated with 
a future project are 
speculative and would be 
considered in future 
project-specific analysis. 

Lands and 
Realty 

Removal of 
2,143 ac project 
area from other 
land uses.  
Impact on open 
routes to be 
addressed 

Removal of 
2,385 ac project 
area from other 
land uses.  
Impact on open 
routes to be 
addressed 

Removal of 
2,151 ac project 
area from other 
land uses.  
Impact on open 
routes to be 
addressed 

Removal of 1,766 
ac project area 
from other land 
uses.  Impact on 
open routes to be 
addressed through 
re-routing around 

No impacts. Reduction in types 
of land uses 
allowed on 2,143 
ac project site.  
Continues current 
use of the land for 
grazing lease. 

No impacts at this time.  
Continues current use of 
the land for grazing 
lease.  Does not restrict 
future land uses on 2,143 
ac project area. Impacts 
associated with a future 
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Table 2-8. Comparison of Impacts by Alternative 

Resource 

Alternative 1 
Proposed 

Action 

Alternative 2 
2,385 Ac 

Alternative 

Alternative 3 
2,151 Ac 

Alternative 

Alternative 4 
Reduced Acreage 

Alternative 

Alternative 5 
No Action 
Alternative 

Alternative 6 
No Project, 

Exclude Solar 

Alternative 7 
No Project, Approve 

Solar 
through re-
routing around 
facility.  Impact 
on Primm ROW 
would need to be 
resolved with 
Primm. 

through re-
routing around 
facility.  No 
impact on Primm 
ROW. 

through re-
routing around 
facility.  Impact 
on Primm ROW 
would need to be 
resolved with 
Primm. 

facility.  No impact 
on Primm ROW. 

project are speculative 
and would be considered 
in future project-specific 
analysis. 

Grazing Reduction of 
acreage and 
animal use 
months (AUMs) 
in existing 
grazing 
allotment. 

Reduction of 
acreage and 
AUMs in existing 
grazing 
allotment, 
modified and 
scaled from Alt. 
1. 

Reduction of 
acreage and 
AUMs in existing 
grazing 
allotment, 
modified and 
scaled from Alt. 
1. 

Reduction of 
acreage and AUMs 
in existing grazing 
allotment, modified 
and scaled from 
Alt. 1. 

No impacts. No impacts.  
Allotment would 
continue grazing at 
current level. 

No impacts at this time.  
Allotment would continue 
grazing at current level. 
Impacts associated with 
a future project are 
speculative and would be 
considered in future 
project-specific analysis. 

Mineral 
Resources 

Removal of 
project area from 
potential mineral 
development. 

Removal of 
different, scaled 
project area from 
potential mineral 
development. 

Removal of 
different, scaled 
project area from 
potential mineral 
development. 

Removal of 
different, scaled 
project area from 
potential mineral 
development. 

No impacts. No impacts. No impacts at this time.  
Impacts associated with 
a future project are 
speculative and would be 
considered in future 
project-specific analysis. 

Noise Adverse impacts 
from heavy 
equipment and 
vehicles during 
construction only. 

Same as Alt. 1, 
but for longer 
duration. 

Same as Alt. 1 Same as Alt. 1, but 
for shorter duration. 

No impacts. No impacts. No impacts at this time.  
Impacts associated with 
a future project are 
speculative and would be 
considered in future 
project-specific analysis. 

Paleontological 
Resources 

Potential impacts 
to unknown 
resources would 
be addressed 
through 
mitigation 
measures. 

Potential impacts 
to unknown 
resources would 
be addressed 
through 
mitigation 
measures. 

Potential impacts 
to unknown 
resources would 
be addressed 
through 
mitigation 
measures. 

Potential impacts to 
unknown resources 
would be 
addressed through 
mitigation 
measures. 

No impacts. No impacts. No impacts at this time. 
Impacts associated with 
a future project are 
speculative and would be 
considered in future 
project-specific analysis. 

Public Health 
and Safety 

Impacts related 
to worker safety, 
potential 
releases of 
hazardous 
materials during 

Same as Alt. 1, 
but for longer 
duration. 

Same as Alt. 1 Same as Alt. 1, but 
for shorter duration. 

No impacts. No impacts. No impacts at this time.  
Impacts associated with 
a future project are 
speculative and would be 
considered in future 
project-specific analysis. 
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Table 2-8. Comparison of Impacts by Alternative 

Resource 

Alternative 1 
Proposed 

Action 

Alternative 2 
2,385 Ac 

Alternative 

Alternative 3 
2,151 Ac 

Alternative 

Alternative 4 
Reduced Acreage 

Alternative 

Alternative 5 
No Action 
Alternative 

Alternative 6 
No Project, 

Exclude Solar 

Alternative 7 
No Project, Approve 

Solar 
construction. 

Recreation Modification of 
current open 
routes.  Removal 
of 2,143 ac land 
area for 
recreation 
opportunities.  
Alt. 1 is furthest 
from land sailing 
on Ivanpah Dry 
Lake of the 
action 
alternatives. 

Modification of 
current open 
routes, but 
different routes 
than Alt. 1.  
Removal of 
2,385 ac land 
area for 
recreation 
opportunities. 
Directly adjacent 
to land sailing on 
Ivanpah Dry 
Lake. 

Modification of 
current open 
routes, but 
different routes 
than Alt. 1.  
Removal of 
2,151 ac land 
area for 
recreation 
opportunities. 
Directly adjacent 
to land sailing on 
Ivanpah Dry 
Lake. 

Modification of 
current open 
routes, but different 
routes than Alt. 1.  
Removal of 1,776 
ac land area for 
recreation 
opportunities. 
Directly adjacent to 
land sailing on 
Ivanpah Dry Lake. 

No impacts. No impacts. No impacts at this time.  
Impacts associated with 
a future project are 
speculative and would be 
considered in future 
project-specific analysis. 

Social and 
Economic 
Issues 

Beneficial 
employment and 
tax revenue 
impacts.  No 
housing or public 
services impacts. 

Same as Alt. 1, 
but magnitude is 
scaled 
accordingly. No 
housing or public 
services impacts. 

Same as Alt. 1, 
but magnitude is 
scaled 
accordingly. No 
housing or public 
services impacts. 

Same as Alt. 1, but 
magnitude is 
scaled accordingly. 
No housing or 
public services 
impacts. 

No beneficial 
employment and 
tax revenue 
impacts. 

No beneficial 
employment and 
tax revenue 
impacts. 

No beneficial 
employment and tax 
revenue impacts at this 
time.   Impacts 
associated with a future 
project are speculative 
and would be considered 
in future project-specific 
analysis. 

Soil Resources Adverse impact 
from ground 
disturbance over 
2,143 ac.  
Probably 
permanent, 
despite plans for 
restoration. 

Adverse impact 
from ground 
disturbance over 
2,385 ac.  
Probably 
permanent, 
despite plans for 
restoration. 

Adverse impact 
from ground 
disturbance over 
2,151 ac.  
Probably 
permanent, 
despite plans for 
restoration. 

Adverse impact 
from ground 
disturbance over 
1,766 ac.  Probably 
permanent, despite 
plans for 
restoration. 

No impacts. No impacts. No impacts at this time.  
Impacts associated with 
a future project are 
speculative and would be 
considered in future 
project-specific analysis. 

Special 
Designations 

No impacts from 
solar plant other 
than being visible 
from within some 
SMAs.  
Beneficial impact 
on special 

No impacts from 
solar plant other 
than being visible 
from within some 
SMAs.  
Beneficial impact 
on SMAs by 

No impacts from 
solar plant other 
than being visible 
from within some 
SMAs.  
Beneficial impact 
on SMAs by 

No impacts from 
solar plant other 
than being visible 
from within some 
SMAs.  Beneficial 
impact on SMAs by 
adjusting 

No impacts. No impacts. No impacts at this time. 
Impacts associated with 
a future project are 
speculative and would be 
considered in future 
project-specific analysis. 
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Table 2-8. Comparison of Impacts by Alternative 

Resource 

Alternative 1 
Proposed 

Action 

Alternative 2 
2,385 Ac 

Alternative 

Alternative 3 
2,151 Ac 

Alternative 

Alternative 4 
Reduced Acreage 

Alternative 

Alternative 5 
No Action 
Alternative 

Alternative 6 
No Project, 

Exclude Solar 

Alternative 7 
No Project, Approve 

Solar 
management 
areas (SMAs) by 
adjusting 
boundaries of 
Ivanpah DWMA 
to improve BLM’s 
management 
capability. 

adjusting 
boundaries of 
Ivanpah DWMA 
to improve BLM’s 
management 
capability. 

adjusting 
boundaries of 
Ivanpah DWMA 
to improve BLM’s 
management 
capability. 

boundaries of 
Ivanpah DWMA to 
improve BLM’s 
management 
capability. 

Transportation 
and Public 
Access 

Increased traffic 
due to delivery of 
materials and 
commuting. 

Same as Alt. 1, 
but for longer 
duration. 

Same as Alt. 1 Same as Alt. 1, but 
for shorter duration. 

No impacts. No impacts. No impacts at this time.  
Impacts associated with 
a future project are 
speculative and would be 
considered in future 
project-specific analysis. 

Vegetation 
Resources 

Adverse impact 
by removal of 
2,023 ac of 
Mojave creosote 
bush scrub, 82 
occurrences of 
special-status 
species,  and 
146 ac of CDFG 
jurisdictional 
drainages. 

Adverse impact 
by removal of 
2,327 ac of 
Mojave creosote 
bush scrub and 
35 ac of Desert 
saltbush scrub, 
59 occurrences 
of special-status 
species,  and 
178 ac of CDFG 
jurisdictional 
drainages. 

Adverse impact 
by removal of 
2,114 ac of 
Mojave creosote 
bush scrub and 
28 ac of Desert 
saltbush scrub, 
90 occurrences 
of special-status 
species,  and 
142 ac of CDFG 
jurisdictional 
drainages. 

Adverse impact by 
removal of 1,690 ac 
of Mojave creosote 
bush scrub and 35 
ac of Desert 
saltbush scrub, 53 
occurrences of 
special-status 
species,  and 130 
ac of CDFG 
jurisdictional 
drainages. 

No impacts. No impacts. No impacts from solar 
facility at this time.  
Future solar facility 
Impacts associated with 
a future project are 
speculative and would be 
considered in future 
project-specific analysis.  

Visual 
Resources 

Adverse impact 
by placing 
industrial-
appearing facility 
and night lighting 
on currently 
undeveloped 
land. 

Same type of 
impacts as Alt. 1.  
Magnitude 
increased due to 
placement of 
facility closer to 
viewers on I-15 
and Primm 
Valley Golf 
Course. 

Same type of 
impacts as Alt. 1.  
Magnitude 
increased due to 
placement of 
facility closer to 
viewers on I-15. 

Same type of 
impacts as Alt. 1.  
Magnitude 
increased due to 
placement of facility 
closer to viewers 
on I-15. 

No impacts. No impacts. No impacts at this time.  
Impacts associated with 
a future project are 
speculative and would be 
considered in future 
project-specific analysis. 

Water 
Resources 

Groundwater use 
likely to be 

Same 
groundwater use 

Same 
groundwater use 

Same groundwater 
use impacts as Alt. 

No impacts. No impacts. No impacts at this time.  
Impacts associated with 
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Table 2-8. Comparison of Impacts by Alternative 

Resource 

Alternative 1 
Proposed 

Action 

Alternative 2 
2,385 Ac 

Alternative 

Alternative 3 
2,151 Ac 

Alternative 

Alternative 4 
Reduced Acreage 

Alternative 

Alternative 5 
No Action 
Alternative 

Alternative 6 
No Project, 

Exclude Solar 

Alternative 7 
No Project, Approve 

Solar 
supported by 
recharge rates, 
so no adverse 
impact expected.  
Surface water 
hydrology impact 
mitigated by 
avoiding 
placement of 
facilities within 
two main 
drainages. 

impacts as Alt. 1, 
but for longer 
duration. 

impacts as Alt. 1. 1, but for shorter 
duration. 

a future project are 
speculative and would be 
considered in future 
project-specific analysis. 

Wild Horse and 
Burro 

No impacts. No impacts. No impacts. No impacts. No impacts. No impacts. No impacts at this time.  
Impacts associated with 
a future project are 
speculative and would be 
considered in future 
project-specific analysis. 

Wildland Fire No impacts. No impacts. No impacts. No impacts. No impacts. No impacts. No impacts at this time.  
Impacts associated with 
a future project are 
speculative and would be 
considered in future 
project-specific analysis. 

Wildlife 
Resources 

Adverse impact 
by displacement 
of a T&E species 
(desert tortoise) 
and other wildlife 
(birds, insects, 
reptiles, 
mammals) from 
2,143 ac area.  
Impacts to 
individuals and 
habitat.  Potential 
impacts in larger 
area where 
tortoises would 
be translocated.  

Adverse impact 
by displacement 
of a T&E species 
(desert tortoise) 
and other wildlife 
(birds, insects, 
reptiles, 
mammals) from 
2,385 ac area.  
Impacts to 
individuals and 
habitat.  Potential 
impacts in larger 
area where 
tortoises would 
be translocated.  

Adverse impact 
by displacement 
of a T&E species 
(desert tortoise) 
and other wildlife 
(birds, insects, 
reptiles, 
mammals) from 
2,151 ac area.  
Impacts to 
individuals and 
habitat.  Potential 
impacts in larger 
area where 
tortoises would 
be translocated.  

Adverse impact by 
displacement of a 
T&E species 
(desert tortoise) 
and other wildlife 
(birds, insects, 
reptiles, mammals) 
from 1,766 ac area.  
Impacts to 
individuals and 
habitat.  Potential 
impacts in larger 
area where 
tortoises would be 
translocated.  
Potential adverse 

No impacts. No impacts. No impacts from solar 
facility at this time.  
Impacts associated with 
a future project are 
speculative and would be 
considered in future 
project-specific analysis.   
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Table 2-8. Comparison of Impacts by Alternative 

Resource 

Alternative 1 
Proposed 

Action 

Alternative 2 
2,385 Ac 

Alternative 

Alternative 3 
2,151 Ac 

Alternative 

Alternative 4 
Reduced Acreage 

Alternative 

Alternative 5 
No Action 
Alternative 

Alternative 6 
No Project, 

Exclude Solar 

Alternative 7 
No Project, Approve 

Solar 
Potential adverse 
impact by 
reducing 
connectivity for 
tortoise and other 
species. 
Beneficial impact 
from expansion 
of DWMA. 

Potential adverse 
impact by 
reducing 
connectivity for 
tortoise and other 
species. 
Beneficial impact 
from expansion 
of DWMA. 

Potential 
reduction of 
north-south 
connectivity is 
improved by 
including buffer 
between facility 
and Metamorphic 
Hill. Beneficial 
impact from 
expansion of 
DWMA. 

impact by reducing 
connectivity for 
tortoise and other 
species. Beneficial 
impact from 
expansion of 
DWMA. 
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2.7 Federal Lead Agency Preferred Alternative and C EQA Environmentally S uperior 
Alternative 

The “preferred alternative” is a preliminary indication of the federal responsible official’s 
preference of action, which is chosen from among the Proposed Action and al ternatives.  The 
preferred al ternative m ay be s elected f or a v ariety of  r easons ( such a s t he pr iorities o f a  
particular lead agency) in addition to the environmental considerations discussed in the 
EIS/EIR.  The BLM’s Preferred Alternative is Alternative 3. 

In accordance with CEQA requirements, an “environmentally superior alternative” must be 
identified among the alternatives analyzed in an EIR or EIS/EIR.  The environmentally superior 
alternative i s t he al ternative f ound t o hav e an o verall en vironmental adv antage c ompared t o 
other al ternatives bas ed on the i mpact anal ysis i n t he E IR.  I f the environmentally superior 
alternative is the No Project alternative, State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2) requires 
the E IR t o i dentify an env ironmentally superior alternative f rom among t he ot her al ternatives.  
For this Proposed Action, the No Project alternative would be superior to any of the action 
alternatives because the impacts of implementing the Proposed Action would be avoided for the 
time being. Among the other alternatives, San Bernardino County has identified Alternative 3 as 
the env ironmentally superior al ternative because, o f the ac tion al ternatives, i t would have t he 
smallest impact on wildlife habitat and connectivity. 
 

2.8 Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Analysis 
The ability of potential alternatives to achieve the project’s purpose and need and stated 
objectives is one of the criteria used to evaluate alternatives. The NEPA (40 CFR 1502.13) and 
CEQA (State CEQA Guidelines 15124[b]) both explain that an agency’s statement of objectives 
or pur pose and need s hould des cribe t he under lying pur pose o f t he Proposed Action and 
reasons w hy an ag ency is responding.  Similar to CEQA, NEPA allows f or consideration of 
alternatives t hat m eet “ most” o f t he pr oject pur pose.  A s no ted i n t he f indings for Natural 
Resources Defense Council v. Morton (458 F.2d 827 [D.C. Cir. 1972]), “Nor is it appropriate to 
disregard alternatives merely because they do not offer a complete solution to the problem.” 

While the purpose and need for the Proposed Action provide the primary criteria for identifying 
alternatives t hat ar e c arried forward for anal ysis, t he B LM al so considered t he A pplicant’s 
objectives for t he pr oposed ac tion as  t hose help i nform t he feasibility of  any  par ticular 
alternative. 

With respect t o the Proposed Action, t he Applicant’s search for a s uitable s ite began with an 
evaluation of  the pr oposed facility’s pur pose and obj ective, w hich is t o c reate a  c lean, 
renewable source of electricity that helps meet California’s growing demand for power and helps 
fulfill nat ional and s tate renewable ener gy g oals and G HG emissions r eduction r equirements.  
The s tate’s Renewable Portfolio S tandard ( RPS) and G HG emissions reduction r equirements 
include t he r equirements s et forth i n S B 1078 and X 1-2 (California R PS P rogram), A B 32  
(California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006), and the Governor’s Executive Order S-14-08 
to increase the state’s Renewable Energy Standard to 33 percent renewable power by 2020.  In 
particular: 

• California’s RPS mandate requires the state’s Investor-Owned Utilities (IOUs) to supply 
33 percent of California’s total electricity through renewable energy generation by 2020, 
as s et forth i n S B 1078 ( establishing t he C alifornia R PS P rogram) and S B X 1-2 
(accelerating the requirement to 33 percent by 2020). 

• California’s G HG emission r eduction goals set forth i n AB 32 r equire t he s tate’s GHG 
emissions to be reduced to 1990 levels by 2020. 
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As explained in Section 1.1.3, the Applicant’s objectives also include: 

• Establish 300 MW of generating capacity for emission-free PV solar electricity in an area 
of high solar insolation and in proximity to existing transmission and road infrastructure, 
while a voiding, m inimizing, and mitigating t he impacts to env ironmentally s ensitive 
areas; 

• Develop a project that is feasible to construct and operate while providing utility 
customers w ith a c ost-competitive, c leaner al ternative t o c onventionally g enerated 
electricity pursuant t o a n ex isting P ower P urchase A greement an d La rge Generator 
Interconnection Agreement; 

• Provide community benefits through new jobs, spending in local businesses, and 
additional sales tax revenues; 

• Employ an av erage o f appr oximately 400 on -site w orkers du ring t he 2 t o 4 y ear 
construction period; 

• Interconnect t o the ne wly upg raded E l D orado-Ivanpah t ransmission l ine, w hich i s 
located in a federally-designated transmission corridor near the project site; and 

• Generate electricity in an arid environment with minimal water use. 

In compliance with the “NEPA Compliance for Utility-Scale Renewable Energy ROW 
Authorizations” (IM 2011 -059; B LM 2011) , al ternatives not  c arried f orward di d not  m eet t he 
BLM’s or  t he County’s purpose and need , were de termined t o be  technically or economically 
infeasible because they could not meet the Project objectives, and/or had greater environmental 
impacts than the currently Proposed Action or alternatives. 

 

2.8.1 Alternative Sites 
The Applicant considered multiple alternative locations for the project, including sites on private 
land and on other BLM-administered lands, as described in the subsections below.  In addition, 
BLM and t he County considered alternative locations based on knowledge of the project area, 
and based on comments received from the public during the scoping period.  Consideration of 
alternative locations for large-scale solar facilities is restricted by several factors, including: 

• Large land area requirements for the facilities; 

• Technical requirements, including solarity, slope, and hydrology; 

• Resource pr otection r equirements, i ncluding meeting m anagement r estrictions and 
objectives o f t he l and owner/manager, as  well as r equirements o f resource pr otection 
agencies; and 

• Economic f actors, es pecially as  r elated t o s ite ac cessibility, pr oximity t o l oad c enters, 
and proximity to transmission infrastructure. 

First S olar’s s election o f t he proposed location f or the Project was m ade i n c onsideration of 
these factors.  Specifically, their site selection process was based on the following criteria: 

• High level or solar insolation, based on climate, topography, and elevation; 

• Availability of  a  contiguous area of land large enough to generate a t least 350 M W of 
solar PV power; 

• Avoidance of areas designated for protection of resources or with known sensitive 
resources, i ncluding ACECs, DWMAs, w ilderness areas, National Parks or  P reserves, 
known cultural resources sites, and Category I desert tortoise habitat; 
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• Proximity to ex isting high v oltage transmission facilities, i ncluding suitable 
interconnection and priority queue position; 

• Proximity to highway access; and 

• Location in an area which has a previous history of development and disturbance. 

To meet their objective of creating a renewable source of electricity to help fulfill national and 
state renewable energy goals and GHG emissions reduction requirements, the Applicant’s site 
selection process began with a review of the Transmission Ranking Cost Report filed by SCE 
with t he Ca lifornia P ublic Ut ilities Co mmission ( CPUC) to i dentify feasible i nterconnection 
locations.  In t his review, t he ex isting M ountain P ass S ubstation w as i dentified as  a feasible 
location for i nterconnection for a renewable energy source.  This resulted in a focus on  the 
Mountain P ass, I vanpah V alley, and S hadow V alley ar eas as  po tential l ocations for a  s olar 
energy facility.  I n 2009,  S CE f iled a certificate of public c onvenience and nec essity for the 
Eldorado-Ivanpah Transmission Project ( EITP), which w ould pr ovide an  i nterconnection poi nt 
even c loser t o ar eas within I vanpah V alley t hat hav e s uitable s olarity and t opographic 
characteristics relative to Mountain Pass or  Shadow Valley.  For t hese and ot her reasons as 
explained in the subsections below, none o f the alternative site locations were carried forward 
for further analysis.  

 

2.8.1.1 Private Land Alternative 
Private lands were considered by the Applicant for siting the proposed solar energy facility.  The 
BLM does not  t ypically analyze a non -federal application on publ ic lands bec ause s uch an  
alternative does not respond to the BLM’s purpose and need to consider an application for the 
authorized use of public lands for renewable energy development.  However, the use of private 
lands was identified as an alternative to be considered during scoping.  The BLM, to inform the 
analysis, has  c onsidered pr ivate l and al ternatives as des cribed i n t he following par agraphs.  
However, based on this information, the alternative was not carried into Section 4 for detailed 
analysis. 

As di scussed abov e, t he A pplicant’s s iting p rocess i dentified t he M ountain P ass, I vanpah 
Valley, and Shadow Valley areas as locations where the characteristics of the transmission 
system m ake i nterconnection t o add r enewable ener gy s ources feasible.  However, t he l and 
ownership in these areas does not include any large parcels of private property, or m ultiple 
private parcels in close proximity to one another.  Therefore, it is not feasible to site a renewable 
energy project or  ac cess this i nterconnection l ocation from a facility l ocated exclusively on 
private l ands, and therefore such an al ternative would be t echnically and ec onomically 
infeasible. 

In general, this same situation applies throughout the California desert region.  There are limited 
areas where contiguous private land parcels exist that have the appropriate slope and s olarity 
characteristic, as  w ell a s feasible i nterconnection ac cess.  Locations w here pr ivate l and i s 
available al so of ten i nclude par cels t hat ar e de signated as  pr ime farmland, Williamson A ct 
contracted lands, and Unique Farmland of Statewide Importance, further limiting the feasibility 
of acquiring s ite control for renewable ener gy development.  In a reas where such par cels do 
exist, the feasibility and t iming of acquiring the necessary site control agreements with multiple 
owners t o ac quire a c ontiguous s ite i s s ufficient r eason for the B LM t o reject a pr ivate l and 
alternative as being economically infeasible (Western Watersheds v. Salazar, No. 11-cv-00492-
DMG-E (C.D. Cal. Aug. 10. 2011, at p. 31). 

As r esult, t he v arious t he potential private land sites c onsidered during pr oject scoping were 
eliminated from further review because they do not meet the BLM’s or the County’s purpose and 
need for the Project, the Project objectives, and project, and are not reasonable alternatives as 
described above. 
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2.8.1.2 Alternative BLM-Administered Land 
The pot ential f or s iting solar facilities on ot her B LM l and in t he ar ea was pr oposed dur ing 
scoping, and w as al so r aised dur ing B LM’s ev aluation o f t he near by I vanpah S EGS pr oject.  
Much of the BLM-administered land in the Mountain Pass, Ivanpah Valley, and Shadow Valley 
areas with t he hi ghest s olar ener gy pr oduction pot ential i s pr ecluded from dev elopment by  
special designations for resource protection such as ACECs, DWMAs, and wilderness, and thus 
utility-scale s olar ener gy dev elopment i s i nconsistent w ith bas ic pol icy obj ectives f or 
management of the area.  Within the Mountain Pass, Ivanpah Valley, and Shadow Valley areas, 
solar development on public lands is constrained by the Ivanpah DWMA  and Critical Habitat for 
the desert tortoise (east of I-15 in Ivanpah Valley) and by the Shadow Valley DWMA. 

Development on I vanpah D ry Lak e i tself i s p recluded due t o technical characteristics as t his 
project site would be s ubject to seasonal flooding.  I vanpah Dry Lake is considered “Waters of 
the U.S.” and is under the jurisdiction of Army Corps of Engineers (USACE).  Washes that drain 
into t he dr y l ake m ay also be under  t he j urisdiction of  USACE.  The dr y l ake bed f loods 
sometimes more than once per year, and when it does, vehicles cannot drive on the dry lake 
bed surface.  When it floods, the dry lake bed usually remains flooded for a per iod of weeks or 
months.  As a r esult, any alternative that resulted in development of  a s olar facility on the dry 
lake surface would require the placement of a very large amount of fill on the playa so that the 
facility would not be f looded during every storm event.  Placing enough fill material across the 
footprint of the 2,143 acre site would require such a large amount of excavation at another site, 
as well as transport by truck, to make the alternative financially infeasible.  I n addition to being 
infeasible, t hese ac tivities would c reate i mpacts at the s ource l ocation, and due to i ncreased 
truck traffic.  As a consequence of placing the required amount of fill on the playa surface, the fill 
would displace storm water storage capacity of the dry lake surface by an enormous volume.  
This would force storm waters to invade the low lying areas surrounding the playa and flood the 
margins of the lake.  Depending upon the topography, these lake margins would become playa 
over t ime.  It w ould be l ikely t hat substantial ar eas surrounding t he c urrent pl aya w ould 
eventually be lost to new playa surface. Placement of the facility on the dry lake bed would also 
eliminate the use of the dry lake bed for its current recreational uses.  The dry lake is specifically 
designated within the CDCA Plan for nonmotorized open-space recreational activities.  In sum, 
development on the Dry Lake would be technically and economically infeasible and would result 
in greater environmental impacts than the Proposed Action or alternatives. 

Development of public lands outside of the Mountain Pass, Ivanpah Valley, and Shadow Valley 
areas is no t a feasible al ternative to t he P roposed Action because i t w ould not  ut ilize t he 
existing interconnection capacity available in the Ivanpah Valley for such a renewable project.  
Additionally, public lands located outside of Mountain Pass, Ivanpah Valley, and Shadow Valley 
that hav e appr opriate technical c haracteristics and w ould av oid r esource i mpacts generally 
speaking are al ready under  appl ication for ot her s olar dev elopment n ecessary t o meet the 
California and federal renewable energy goals. 

As a result of the factors discussed above, development of the project on other lands 
administered by BLM would not be feasible, is inconsistent with the basic policy objectives for 
management of the area, and would not achieve the purpose and need o f the project for either 
CEQA or NEPA purposes. 

 

2.8.2 Alternative Site Configurations 
Both the Applicant and the agencies have developed and considered alternative configurations 
for t he P roposed Action within t he Project’s Study A rea, i ncluding al ternatives t hat av oid 
significant current surface water drainages, avoid biological resources, avoid cultural resources, 
and minimize the amount of acreage to be granted in the ROW.  A s discussed in Section 1.0, 
the approach taken by the Applicant was to establish a Study Area that was substantially larger 
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in s ize t han t he land ar ea necessary f or t he project.  T he S tudy A rea was t hen subjected t o 
biological, c ultural, and  ot her r esource s urveys and s tudies t o i dentify pot ential pr oject 
configurations that would minimize impacts to identified resources.  As part of the process, the 
Study Area itself, which originally comprised 5,518 acres, was modified and shifted slightly to 
the south and east.  Overall, the original Project Study Area and the current Project Study Area 
together comprise 6,400 acres. 

Within that Study Area, numerous project sizes and configurations have been considered by the 
Applicant.  These configurations have included projects of the following size: 4,160 acres 
(2006); 6, 400 ac res (2008); 3, 011 ac res (2009); 3, 000 ac re proposed p roject w ith 2, 114 and 
2,013 acre alternatives (2010); 2,150 acre proposed project with 1,900 acre alternative (August, 
2011); and 2,150 acre proposed project with 2,415 acre alternative (late 2011). 

Of those configurations, the 2,150 acre configuration from late 2011 is the basis for Alternative 
1, which is analyzed in Chapter 4 of this EIS/EIR as the Proposed Action.  S imilarly, the 2,145 
area alternative is the basis for the project analyzed as Alternative 2 in Chapter 4.  In general, 
the process used by the Applicant and the agencies has been to reduce the size of the project 
in order to avoid resources identified within the project study area. 

Following review of the various resource surveys and proposed configurations, BLM developed 
an additional alternative configuration to avoid biological resource impacts.  This configuration, 
comprising 2,151 acres, is analyzed as Alternative 3 in the draft EIS/EIR.  In addition, BLM is 
considering a r educed acreage, reduced out put al ternative as  A lternative 4.   Both of  t hese 
alternative configurations are analyzed in detail in Chapter 4 of this EIS/EIR. 

 

2.8.3 Other Types of Energy Projects, Conservation and Demand-Side Management, and 
Distributed Generation 

The BLM will not typically analyze an alternative for different technology when a ROW 
application is submitted for a specific technology because such an alternative does not respond 
to the BLM’s purpose and need to consider an application for the authorized use of public lands 
for a s pecific r enewable ener gy t echnology.  For r enewable ener gy pr ojects, there ar e many 
different types of al ternatives t hat are considered by the BLM and the Applicant during pre-
application activities and that are suggested to the BLM by external parties through scoping and 
comments on the draft NEPA document. These alternatives include wind, geothermal, biomass, 
tidal, and wave energy.  T raditional sources of energy could also be considered, which include 
coal, natural gas, and nuclear energy.  

These technologies were eliminated from detailed consideration because they would not 
respond t o t he B LM’s pur pose and  need , w hich i s t o r espond t o t he A pplicant’s R OW grant 
application to construct, operate, and decommission a solar PV facility on public lands. 
Additionally, non -renewable ener gy t echnologies do not  r espond t o t he purpose and  need to 
meet the g oal for t he S ecretary of  the I nterior of appr oving 10, 000 M W of non -hydropower 
renewable energy on public lands by 2015, as established by the Energy Policy Act of 2005. In 
addition, none of these technologies would meet the Applicant’s objectives because they would 
not us e the A pplicant’s t echnology.  Finally, no al ternative t echnologies w ere i dentified that 
would addr ess the un resolved r esource c onflicts r aised by  t he Proposed A ction. T herefore, 
alternative t echnologies ar e no t a  r easonable al ternative t o t he Applicant’s pr oposed 
technology. 

Conservation and demand-side management could be implemented rather than creating a new 
source o f ener gy.  C onservation and dem and-side m anagement c onsist o f a v ariety of  
approaches to reduce electricity use, including energy efficiency and conservation, building and 
appliance standards, and load management and fuel substitution. However, conservation alone 
is not sufficient to address all of California’s energy needs, and would not provide the renewable 
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energy required to meet the California RPS requirements. Additionally, it does not respond to 
the BLM’s purpose and need or the goals established by the Energy Policy Act. 

Another option would be distributed solar generation. A distributed solar alternative would 
consist of PV panels that would absorb solar radiation and c onvert it directly to electricity. The 
PV panels could be installed on building rooftops or in other disturbed areas such as parking 
lots or adjacent to existing substations. However, distributed generation does not respond to the 
purpose and need to consider an application for a ROW grant to construct, operate, and 
decommission a s olar PV f acility on publ ic l ands. Additionally, t he Energy Policy Act o f 2005 
established a goal for the Secretary of the Interior to approve 10,000 MW of electricity from non-
hydropower renewable energy projects located on public lands by 2015. Given the current state 
of t he t echnology, onl y ut ility-scale r enewable ener gy g eneration pr ojects ar e r easonable 
alternatives to achieve this level of renewable energy generation on public lands. Furthermore, 
the B LM has  no au thority or  i nfluence over t he installation o f di stributed g eneration s ystems, 
other than on its own lands. The BLM is evaluating the use of distributed generation at individual 
sites t hrough o ther i nitiatives ( Executive Order 13514 and  D epartment o f t he Interior 
implementing actions). 

An analysis of  the specific types of alternative energy projects identified above is discussed in 
Table 2-9 below. Generally, these alternatives were not carried for NEPA analysis by the BLM 
because t hey do no t r espond to t he Agency’s purpose and need for the P roposed A ction to 
respond to an appl ication for a P V solar energy generation facility on publ ic  l ands, and t hey 
would also not help meet the BLM or State renewable energy development goals.  Table 2-9 
below provides additional explanation for why specific alternative technologies were not carried 
forward for further analysis, including an explanation of why they were eliminated under CEQA. 
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Table 2-9. Other Types of Energy Projects Eliminated from Detailed Analysis 
Alternative Purpose/Objective Criteria Feasibility Criteria Environmental Criteria 

Wind Power 
Project 

Only partially meets objective and 
purpose (renewable energy) criteria.  
Does not meet the objective of PV solar 
energy. 

Does not meet feasibility criteria.  The 
applicant, a solar PV panel manufacturer, did 
not develop this alternative.  Wind resources are 
plentiful in Southern California and BLM is 
permitting California wind farm projects.  
Specific feasibility of the site for wind 
development has not been evaluated. 

Meets environmental criteria.  Wind 
energy generally requires less land 
disturbance for a comparable power output 
thereby reducing the potential effects to 
cultural and biological resources.  However, 
wind energy has other impacts, including 
visual impacts and impacts to birds and 
bats. 

Geothermal 
Power Project 

Meets purpose criteria (renewable 
energy) but only partially meets objective 
criteria.  Does not meet the objective of PV 
solar energy.  Would not likely meet 
generation objective, as multiple projects 
would be required to achieve 300 MW of 
geothermal energy. 

Does not meet feasibility criteria. The 
applicant, a solar PV panel manufacturer, did 
not develop this alternative.  Geothermal plants 
must be built near geothermal reservoir sites. 
Project site is not a geologically suitable area or 
source of geothermal energy.   

Meets environmental criteria. If a 
geothermal power project were feasible it 
would reduce effects on air quality, and 
cultural and biological resources as 
geothermal power projects use less land; 
however, they can cause visual impacts 
and produce waste and byproducts such as 
hydrogen sulfide that can have impacts. 

Biomass Project Meets purpose criteria (renewable 
energy) but only partially meets objective 
criteria.  Does not meet the objective of PV 
solar energy.  Would not meet generation 
objective of 300 MW, as most biomass plant 
capacities are in the 3- to 10-MW range. 

Does not meet feasibility criteria. The 
applicant, a solar PV panel manufacturer, did 
not develop this alternative.  Major biomass 
fuels include forestry and mill wastes, 
agricultural field crops and food processing 
wastes, construction and urban wood waste. 
These sources would need to be hauled great 
distances substantially increasing operational 
costs and viability of a biomass project in this 
location.  
 

May not meet environmental criteria. 
This alternative would require less land for 
each facility thereby reducing effects to 
cultural and biological resources; however, 
multiple facilities would be needed to meet 
the generation objective which would 
increase impacts. Air quality, traffic, and 
noise impacts would increase as a result of 
the long distances required to haul biomass 
fuel sources. Operational emissions from 
the facility would increase air quality 
impacts, health risks (from toxic air 
contaminants), and could adversely affect 
visibility. 

Tidal Energy 
Project 

Meets purpose criteria (renewable 
energy) but only partially meets objective 
criteria.  Hydropower projects do not meet 
BLM’s renewable energy targets.   

Does not meet feasibility criteria. Project area 
is not located in proximity to a bay or estuary 
with large differences in elevation between high 
and low tides where a dam (a.k.a. barrage) 
could be built, or located near the ocean, such 
that tidal energy generation is not feasible. 

May not meet environmental criteria. If a 
tidal energy project were feasible, aesthetic, 
biological resource, vessel traffic, and 
recreation impacts may increase. 

Wave Energy 
Project 

Meets purpose criteria (renewable 
energy) but only partially meets objective 
criteria.  Hydropower projects do not meet 
BLM’s renewable energy targets.   

Does not meet feasibility criteria. Project area 
is not located in proximity to a large body of 
water with constantly strong waves. In addition, 
wave energy is new and may not be technically 
feasible. 

May not meet environmental criteria. If a 
wave energy project were feasible, 
aesthetic, biological resource, vessel traffic, 
and recreation impacts may increase. There 
would also be potential impacts on the size 
and amount of waves with possible effects 
to beaches (e.g., changes to sediment 
transport processes). 

Natural Gas Does not meet the purpose criteria or the Does not meet feasibility criteria. Generation Would not meet environmental criteria. 
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Table 2-9. Other Types of Energy Projects Eliminated from Detailed Analysis 
Alternative Purpose/Objective Criteria Feasibility Criteria Environmental Criteria 

Project objective criteria.  Does not meet Federal 
or State renewable energy development 
goals. 

of electricity from combustion of natural gas is a 
common and proven technology.  The Nevada 
Power Company’s Walter M. Higgins 
Generating Station, a 530 MW natural gas 
peaking plant, is located about 2.5 miles 
northeast of the project site across the state line 
near Primm, Nevada.  However, this does not 
meet the Applicant’s objective to implement their 
technology. 

Air quality impacts would increase as a 
result of operational emissions from the 
power plant. Impacts would occur off site 
from construction of natural gas and water 
supply lines resulting in potentially greater 
air quality, biological, cultural, groundwater, 
hazardous materials, land use, utilities, and 
visual resources impacts. 

Coal Project Does not meet the purpose criteria or the 
objective criteria.  Does not meet Federal 
or State renewable energy development 
goals. 

Does not meet feasibility criteria. Generation 
of electricity from combustion of coal is a proven 
technology, but is not common to the project 
region. There is no readily available source of 
coal in the project region.  Furthermore, large 
quantities of water are generally required to 
produce steam and for cooling, which is not 
available at the project site or nearby. 

Would not meet environmental criteria. 
Impacts associated with air quality, 
greenhouse gas, and health risks would 
increase substantially. Impacts would also 
occur from transportation of coal to the 
power plant. Impacts would occur off site 
from construction of a water supply line 
resulting in potentially greater air quality, 
biological, cultural, groundwater, land use, 
utilities, and visual resources impacts.   

Nuclear E nergy 
project 

Does not meet the purpose criteria or the 
objective criteria.  Does not meet Federal 
or State renewable energy development 
goals. 

Does not meet feasibility criteria. Generation 
of electrical from nuclear reaction is a proven 
technology; however, California law prohibits 
construction of new nuclear power plants until 
an approved technology exists for the 
permanent disposal of spent fuel from these 
facilities. As such, this alternative is not feasible. 

Would not meet environmental criteria. 
Greater impacts would result from a nuclear 
power plant, including the impacts from the 
need for obtaining large quantities of water 
at the project site. 

Conservation 
and Demand-
Side 
Management 

Does not meet the purpose criteria or the 
objective criteria. Does not provide 
renewable energy required to meet the 
California Renewables Portfolio Standard 
requirement.   

Does not meet feasibility criteria. Not 
considered feasible due to the magnitude of 
projected generation capacity needed to meet 
project objectives and California Renewable 
Portfolio Standard requirements. Also out of 
scope of the BLM and County to authorize.  

Meets environmental criteria. Would 
reduce effects on all environmental 
resources. 

Distributed Solar 
Generation 

Meets purpose criteria (renewable 
energy) but only partially meets objective 
criteria. Meets the project purpose 
(renewable energy generation). Would not 
likely meet generation objective or be 
implemented in a timeframe to meet the 
Renewables Portfolio Standard 
requirements.  Distributed generation 
systems typically generate less than 10,000 
kW. 

Does not meet feasibility criteria. 
Implementation would likely be economically 
infeasible for the Applicant to implement. 
Additionally, barriers exist for distributed solar 
generation related to interconnection with the 
electrical distribution grid.  
The present electric grid, built decades ago, was 
based on a centralized generation approach and 
was not designed to handle high levels of 
distributed renewable energy systems.  Also out 
of scope of the BLM and County to authorize. 

Meets environmental criteria. Would 
reduce on-site impacts and would generally 
be located in previously disturbed areas. 

 



DESERT STATELINE SOLAR FARM PROJECT 
3.1 INTRODUCTION 

 

NOVEMBER 2012 3.1-1 DRAFT EIS/EIR 
 

3.1 Introduction 
Chapter 3 des cribes the environmental resources in the project area that could be affected by 
implementation of  t he proposed D esert S tateline S olar Far m f acility (Proposed Action or  
Project). Chapter 3 describes resources, resource uses, special designations, and other 
important topics (i.e., public health and safety, social and ec onomic c onsiderations, and 
environmental j ustice c onditions) t hat m ay be i mpacted by  the Proposed A ction and 
alternatives. “Resources” include air, c limate change, soil, water, vegetative communities, wild 
horses and burros, wildlife and plant species, wildland fire ecology and management, as well as 
cultural, paleontological, and v isual resources. “ Resource us es” i nclude l ivestock g razing, 
minerals, recreation management, transportation and public access, and lands and realty. 
“Special des ignations” i nclude ar eas of  c ritical env ironmental c oncern ( ACECs), w ilderness 
areas (WAs), and areas with wilderness characteristics.  

Information and data used to prepare this chapter were obtained from the California desert 
Conservation Area (CDCA) Plan, and various Bureau of Land Management (BLM) planning and 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) documents. Information and data were also collected 
from m any ot her r elated pl anning doc uments and r esearch publ ications prepared by various 
federal and state agencies, County planning documents, and from private sources pertaining to 
key resource conditions and resource uses found within the project area. The purpose of this 
chapter i s t o pr ovide a des cription of  af fected r esources and BLM program areas within the 
existing environment of the project area, which will be us ed as  a bas eline t o ev aluate and 
assess the impact of the Proposed Action and alternatives described in Chapter 2 under both 
NEPA a nd California Environmental Quality Act ( CEQA). D escriptions and anal yses of  t he 
impacts under NEPA and CEQA are presented in Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences. 
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3.2 Air Resources 
This section provides an evaluation of the air quality issues associated with the Desert Stateline 
Solar Far m P roject.  It describes the ex isting ai r quality and c limate c onditions w ithin t he ai r 
basin t hat would be a ffected by  t he construction and oper ation o f the proposed f acility.  This 
section al so out lines ap plicable r egulations, pl ans, and s tandards for am bient ai r q uality and 
greenhouse g as (GHG) em issions.  Descriptions o f the l ocations o f facilities c an be found i n 
Chapter 2.  Chapter 2 also includes a des cription of construction, operation, and m aintenance 
techniques for the proposed facility as well as a detailed discussion of alternatives. 

 

3.2.1 Environmental Setting 
3.2.1.1 Meteorological Conditions 
The project site is located in the southern California Mojave Desert, about 1.5 miles southwest 
of the California-Nevada border at an elevation of approximately 2,800 to 3,400 feet above sea 
level.  

Prevailing winds in the project area are out of the west and southwest.  These prevailing winds 
are due to the proximity of the Mojave Desert to coastal and central regions and the blocking 
nature o f t he S ierra Nevada Mountains t o t he north; ai r m asses pushed onshore i n southern 
California by differential heating are channeled through the Mojave Desert.  The Mojave Desert 
is s eparated from the southern C alifornia c oastal and c entral C alifornia v alley r egions by  
mountains ( highest el evation appr oximately 10, 000 feet), the pas ses o f w hich f orm t he m ain 
channels f or these air masses (Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District CEQA 
Guidelines 2011). 

During the summer t he project a rea i s generally i nfluenced by  a P acific Subtropical H igh c ell 
that s its o ff the coast, inhibiting c loud formation and encouraging daytime solar heating.  The 
project area is rarely influenced by cold air masses moving south from Canada and A laska, as 
these frontal s ystems are w eak and di ffuse by  t he time the r each t he des ert.  M ost des ert 
moisture a rrives f rom i nfrequent w arm, m oist a nd uns table ai r m asses f rom the s outh.  T he 
Mojave Desert averages between three and s even inches of precipitation per year (from 16 t o 
30 days with at least 0.01 inches of precipitation).  The Mojave Desert is classified as a dry-hot 
desert climate, with portions classified as dry-very hot desert, to indicate that at least three 
months have maximum average temperatures over 100.4 degrees Fahrenheit (°F; Mojave 
Desert Air Quality Management District CEQA Guidelines 2011). 

 

3.2.1.2 Existing Air Quality  
The U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), California Air Resources Board (CARB), and 
the local air districts classify an area as attainment, unclassified, or nonattainment depending on 
whether or not the monitored ambient air quality data shows compliance, insufficient data 
available, or non-compliance with the ambient air quality standards, respectively.  The National 
and California Ambient Air Quality S tandards (NAAQS and C AAQS) relevant to t he proposed 
facility area are provided in Table 3.2-1. 
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Table 3.2-1.  Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Pollutant Averaging 
Time  California Standards(1)  Federal Standards (NAAQS)(2) 

Primary Secondary  

Ozone (O3) 
1-hour 0.09 ppm (180 µg/m3) -- -- 
8-hour 0.07 ppm (137 µg/m3) 0.075 ppm(4) (147 µg/m3) Same as primary 

PM10 
24-hour 50 µg/m3 150 µg/m3 (5) Same as primary 
Annual 20 µg/m3 -- -- 

PM2.5 
24-hour (3) -- 35 µg/m3 (6) Same as primary 
Annual 12 µg/m3 15 µg/m3 (7) Same as primary 

Carbon 
Monoxide (CO) 

8-hour 9 ppm (10 mg/m3) 9 ppm (10 mg/m3) -- 
1-hour 20 ppm (23 µg/m3) 35 ppm (40 mg/m3) -- 

Nitrogen 
Dioxide (NO2) 

Annual 0.030 ppm (57 µg/m3) 0.053 ppm(9) (100 µg/m3) Same as primary 
1-hour 0.18 ppm (339 µg/m3) 0.10 ppm(10) (189 µg/m3) Same as primary 

Sulfur D ioxide 
(SO2) 

24-hour 0.04 ppm  (105 µg/m3) -- -- 

3-hour -- -- 
0.50 ppm  
(1300 µg/m3) 

1-hour 0.25 ppm (655 µg/m3) 
0.075 ppm(11)  
(196 µg/m3) 

-- 

Lead 
30-Day 1.5 µg/m3 -- -- 
Quarterly --- 1.5 µg/m3 Same as primary 
3-Month --- 0.15 µg/m3 (13) Same as primary 

Sulfates 24-hour 25 µg/m3 -- -- 
Hydrogen 

Sulfide (H2S) 1-hour 0.03 ppm (42 µg/m3) -- -- 

Visibility 
Reducing 
Particles (VRP) 

8-hour See Note 13 -- -- 

Vinyl Chloride 24-hour 0.01 ppm  (26 µg/m3) -- -- 
Sources: 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 50, 17 California Code of Regulations (CCR) §§ 70200 
Notes:  
ppm = parts per million 
µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter 
mg/m3 = milligrams per cubic meter 
PM10 = Particulate matter less than 10 microns 
PM2.5 = Particulate matter less than 2.5 microns (1) Standards for ozone, CO, SO2 (1 and 24 hour), NO2, PM10, PM 2.5, and VRP are 

values that are not to be exceeded.  All others are not to be equaled or exceeded. 
(2) Short-term standards (averaging times of 24 hours or less) for CO and SO2 are not to be exceeded more than once per year. 
(3) Standard attained when expected number of days/year with maximum hourly average concentration above standard is equal to or 

less than one. 
(4)  Annual fourth-highest daily maximum 8-hour concentration, averaged over 3 years. 
(5)  Not to be exceeded more than once per year on average over 3 years. 
(6) 98th percentile, averaged over 3 years. 
(7) Annual mean, averaged over 3 years. 
(8) 3-year average of weighted annual mean concentrations.  
(9) Annual Mean. 
(10) Based on the 3-year average of the 98th percentile of the yearly distribution of 1-hour daily maximum concentrations. 
(11) The 3-year average of the 99th percentile of the daily maximum 1-hour average must not exceed 0.075 ppm. 
(12) Standard is based on rolling 3-month average. 
(13) Extinction coefficient of 0.23 per kilometer  --- visibility of 10 miles or more due to particles when relative humidity is less than 70 

percent 
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The project study area is located in the Mojave Desert Air Basin (MDAB) and is under the 
jurisdiction of the Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District (MDAQMD).  The portion of 
the MDAB in which the project area is located is designated as moderate nonattainment for the 
state ozone standard, nonattainment for both the state and the federal particulate matter less 
than 10 microns i n s ize ( PM10) standards, at tainment f or Federal oz one s tandard, an d 
attainment o r unc lassified for t he State and Federal carbon m onoxide ( CO), nitrogen di oxide 
(NO2), sulfur di oxide (SO2), and particulate m atter l ess t han 2. 5 m icrons ( PM2.5) standards.  
Table 3.2-2 summarizes the federal and S tate attainment status of criteria pol lutants for the 
project site area based on the NAAQS and CAAQS, respectively. 

 

Table 3.2-2.  Federal and State Attainment Status of Criteria Pollutants in the Project Region of the 
Mojave Desert Air Basina 

Pollutant  
Attainment Statusb  
Federal  State  

O3 Attainment  Moderate Nonattainment  
CO  Attainment  Attainment  
NO2  Attainment  Attainment  
SO2  Attainment  Attainment  
PM10  Nonattainment  Nonattainment  
PM2.5  Attainment  Attainment/Unclassified 

Source: California Air Resources Board 2011 (http://www.arb.ca.gov/desig/desig.htm) 
Notes:  
a Attainment status for the site area only, not the entire MDAB.   
b Attainment = Attainment or Unclassified.   

 
3.2.1.3 Criteria Air Pollutants 
The following is a g eneral description of the criteria air pollutants that would be em itted by the 
project’s construction and operation and a summary of the monitored concentrations for each 
pollutant at sites near to the project site.  The MDAQMD has 7 m onitoring stations to measure 
air quality.  The most representative MDAQMD monitoring stations within the MDAQMD are the 
Barstow Station and V ictorville Station, which have been us ed to represent the background air 
quality conditions for the project site.  Table 3.2-3 provides a summary of the last three years of 
available ambient monitoring data.  In addition, the PM10, PM2.5 and ozone concentrations from 
air m onitoring s tations at t he M ojave N ational Preserve and J ean, N evada, ar e pr ovided i n 
Table 3 .2-4.  These two s tations ar e c loser t o t he pr oject s ite t han MDAQMD’s B arstow and 
Victorville s tations; however, t he available ai r qual ity dat a from t he Mojave National P reserve 
and Jean stations include only PM10, PM2.5 and ozone concentrations.    

 
 

Table 3.2-3.  Ambient Air Quality Monitored at the Barstow and Victorville Stations 
Pollutant Standard 2009 2010 2011 
Carbon Monoxide (CO) – From Barstow Station 
Maximum 1-hr concentration (ppm) 1.2 1.3 * 

Number of Days Exceeded: State: >20 ppm 0 0 * 
Federal: >35 ppm 0 0 * 

Maximum 8-hr concentration 0.9 0.9 1.35 

Number of Days Exceeded: State: >9 ppm 0 0 0 
Federal: >9 ppm 0 0 0 

Ozone (O3) – From Barstow Station 
Maximum 1-hr concentration (ppm) 0.095 0.097 0.093 
Number of Days Exceeded State: >0.09 ppm 1 1 0 
Maximum 8-hr concentration 0.086 0.078 0.083 
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Table 3.2-3.  Ambient Air Quality Monitored at the Barstow and Victorville Stations 

Pollutant Standard 2009 2010 2011 

Number of Days Exceeded: State: >0.07 ppm 18 7 35 
Federal: >0.075 ppm 5 1 9 

Coarse Particulates (PM10) – From Barstow Station 
Maximum 24-hr concentration (µg/m3) 76 38 108 

Number of Days Exceeded:  State: >50 µg/m3 2 0 2 
Federal: > 150 µg/m3 0 0 0 

Annual arithmetic average concentration (µg/m3) 26.8 18.8 22.6 
Exceeded for the year: State: > 20 µg/m3 Yes No No 
Fine Particulates (PM2.5) – From Victorville Station 
Maximum 24-hr concentration (µg/m3) 20 18 15 
Number of Days Exceeded: Federal: >35 µg/m3 0 0 0 
Annual arithmetic average concentration (µg/m3) 8.9 72 * 

Exceeded for the year: State: > 12 µg/m3 No No * 
Federal: > 15 µg/m3 No No * 

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) – From Barstow Station 
Maximum 1-hr concentration (ppm) 0.060 0.062 0.077 
Number of Days Exceeded: State: >0.18 ppm 0 0 0 
Annual arithmetic average concentration (ppm) 0.016 0.017 0.017 

Exceeded for the year:  State: > 0.030 µg/m3 No No No 
Federal: > 0.053 µg/m3 No No No 

Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) – From Victorville Station 
Maximum 24-hr concentration (ppm) 0.005 0.007 0.007 

Number of Days Exceeded: State: > 0.04 ppm 0 0 0 
Federal: > 0.14 ppm 0 0 0 

Annual arithmetic average concentration (ppm) 0 0 0.001 
Exceeded for the year: Federal: > 0.030 ppm No No No 
Sources:  EPA and CARB websites:  www.epa.gov/air/data/index.html and www.arb.ca.gov/  
*Insufficient data  
µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter 
ppm = parts per million 
 
 

Table 3.2-4.  Ambient Air Quality Monitored at the Mojave National 
Preserve and Jean, Nevada Stations 

 Air Quality Measurements(1) 

Location 

PM10 
( µg/m3) 

PM2.5 
( µg/m3) 

Ozone 
(ppm) 

Annual 
24-

hour Annual 24-hour 8-hour 
1 

hour 
San Bernardino County, California 
Mojave N ational 
Preserve -- -- -- -- 0.080 0.088 

Clark County, Nevada 
Jean -- 79 -- 12.6 0.083 0.085 

Source: EPA http://www.epa.gov/airdata/ad_rep_mon.html 
Notes:  
µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter 
ppm = parts per million 
(1) Data for 2011.   
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Ozone (O3) 
In t he p resence o f ul traviolet r adiation, bot h ni trogen ox ides ( NOx) and v olatile organic 
compounds (VOCs) go through a number of complex chemical reactions to form ozone.  Table 
3.2-3 includes the maximum hourly and 8-hour concentration of O3 and the number of days O3 
exceeds the federal and State standards.  As shown in Table 3.2-3, ozone continues to exceed 
the State 1-hour standard and both the federal and State 8-hour ozone standards.  The project 
site i s w ithin an ar ea d esignated t hat i s i n a ttainment for t he federal oz one s tandard an d 
nonattainment for State ozone standards. 

 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) 
CO is primarily a byproduct of motor vehicle exhaust, which contributes more than two-thirds of 
all CO emissions nationwide.  In cities, automobile exhaust can cause as much as 95 percent of 
all CO emissions.  These emissions can result in high concentrations of CO, particularly in local 
areas w ith heav y t raffic c ongestion.  Other sources o f C O em issions i nclude i ndustrial 
processes and fuel combustion in sources such as boilers and incinerators.  Despite an overall 
downward trend in concentrations and emissions of CO, some metropolitan areas still 
experience high levels of CO. Table 3.2-3 summarizes the CO monitoring data collected over 
the past three years.  The project site area is located within a r egion designated as attainment 
region for the State and federal CO standards. 

 

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) and Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) 
Nitrogen dioxide is a reddish brown, highly reactive gas that is formed in the ambient air through 
the ox idation of  ni tric ox ide.  N Ox, t he generic t erm for a  group o f highly r eactive g ases t hat 
contain nitrogen and ox ygen in varying amounts, plays a m ajor role in the formation of ozone, 
particulate matter (PM), and acid rain.  NOx emissions result from high-temperature combustion 
processes such as vehicle exhaust emissions and power plants.  Home heaters and gas stoves 
can al so pr oduce s ubstantial am ounts o f N O2 in i ndoor s ettings.  The m ajority o f t he N Ox 
emitted from combustion sources is in the form of nitric oxide (NO), while the balance is mainly 
NO2.  NO is oxidized by O3 in the atmosphere to NO2 but some level of photochemical activity is 
needed for this conversion.  Table 3.2-3 summarizes the NO2 monitoring data collected over the 
past three years.  The project site area is designated attainment of the State and federal NO2 
standards. 

 

Particulate Matter (PM) 
PM pollution consists of very small aerosol and solid particles floating in the air.  PM is a mixture 
of materials t hat c an i nclude s moke, s oot, dust, salt, ac ids, and metals.  S ome P M, s uch as 
pollen, i s nat urally oc curring.  P M al so forms when g ases em itted from m otor v ehicles and 
industrial sources undergo chemical reactions in the atmosphere.  The EPA currently regulates 
two types of PM emissions, PM10 and PM2.5.  PM10 refers to particles less than or equal to 10 
microns in diameter and PM2.5 refers to particles less than or equal to 2.5 microns in diameter. 

Respirable Particulate Matter (PM10).  PM10 can be em itted di rectly or  i t can be formed many 
miles dow nwind f rom em ission s ources w hen v arious pr ecursor pol lutants i nteract i n t he 
atmosphere.  Gaseous em issions o f pol lutants l ike N Ox, s ulfur ox ides ( SOx), V OCs, and  
ammonia, given the right meteorological conditions, can form PM in the form of nitrates (NO3), 
sulfates (SO4), and o rganic par ticles.  These pollutants a re known as  secondary par ticulates, 
because they are not directly emitted, but are formed through complex chemical reactions in the 
atmosphere.  Table 3.2-3 summarizes the ambient PM10 monitoring data collected over the past 
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three years.  T he t able i ncludes t he maximum 24 -hour a nd annual  ar ithmetic av erage 
concentrations and the number of days above the federal and State standards.  The project site 
area is designated nonattainment of the State and federal PM10 standards. 

Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5).  Fine particulate matter, or PM2.5, is derived mainly f rom either 
the combustion of materials, or from precursor gases (SOx, NOx, and V OCs) through complex 
reactions in the atmosphere.  P M2.5 consists mostly of sulfates, nitrates, ammonium, elemental 
carbon, and a s mall portion of organic and inorganic compounds.  Table 3.2-3 summarizes the 
ambient P M2.5 monitoring data collected over the past three years.  The project site area is 
designated attainment of the State and federal PM2.5 standards. 

 

Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) 
Sulfur dioxide is typically emitted as a result of the combustion of a fuel containing sulfur.  Fuels 
such as  nat ural g as c ontain very l ittle s ulfur and c onsequently ha ve very l ow SO2 emissions 
when combusted.  B y contrast, fuels high in sulfur content such as coal or heavy fuel oils can 
emit very large amounts of SO2 when combusted.  Sources of SO2 emissions come from every 
economic sector and include a wide variety of fuels, gaseous, liquid and solid. 

As shown in Table 3.2-2, the MDAB is designated attainment or unclassified for SO2 State and 
federal am bient ai r quality s tandards.  D ue t o t he r estrictions for t he use o f high sulfur fuels, 
reduction i n gasoline a nd di esel s ulfur c ontents and r eduction i n S O2 emissions f rom other 
industrial sources (such as refineries), SO2 pollution is no longer a m ajor air quality concern in 
most o f California i ncluding the pr oject s ite ar ea, which i s des ignated at tainment o f t he S tate 
and Federal SO2 standards.  

 

Summary 
As discussed above and presented in Table 3.2-2, the project area is designated nonattainment 
for the S tate ozone s tandard and the S tate and federal PM10 standards.  T he pr oject ar ea i s 
designated as attainment for the federal ozone standard and the PM2.5, CO, NO2, and SO2 
Federal and State standards. 

 

3.2.1.4 Sensitive Receptors 
Some land uses are considered more sensitive to air pollution than others due t o the types of 
population groups or activities involved.  Sensitive population groups include children, the 
elderly, the acutely ill and the chronically ill, especially those with cardio-respiratory diseases. 

Residential areas are also considered to be sensitive to air pollution because residents 
(including children and the elderly) tend to be at home for extended periods of time, resulting in 
sustained exposure to any  pollutants present.  Recreational l and uses are c onsidered 
moderately sensitive to air pollution.  Although exposure periods are generally short, exercise 
places a hi gh dem and on r espiratory functions, w hich c an be i mpaired by  ai r pol lution.  I n 
addition, not iceable ai r pol lution can det ract from t he en joyment o f recreation.  I ndustrial and  
commercial ar eas ar e c onsidered t he l east s ensitive t o a ir pol lution.  Exposure per iods are 
relatively short and intermittent, as the majority of the workers tend to stay indoors most of the 
time.  In addition, the working population is generally the healthiest segment of the public. 

The nearest residential r eceptor i n t he project i s located at t he northeast corner of the 
intersection o f Interstate 1 5 ( I-15) and Y ates Well R oad, appr oximately 2 m iles east o f t he 
project study area and a pproximately 250 feet from a pot ential project construction haul route.  
The hotels in Primm, Nevada, are located approximately 1.5 miles to the northeast.  The Primm 
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Valley Golf Club is located adjacent to the southeast of the project study area along I-15.  The 
Primm Valley Golf Club golf course is considered a l ess sensitive land use than the residence 
and hotels.  There are no sensitive receptors (schools, hospitals, etc.) located near the project 
site. 

 
3.2.2 Applicable Regulations, Plans, and Standards 
3.2.2.1 Federal 
The MDAQMD is responsible f or i ssuing federal New Source Review (NSR) permits and has  
been delegated enforcement of the New Source Performance Standards (NSPSs).  The federal 
NSR pr ogram r equires air quality c onstruction and oper ating per mits for s tationary s ources 
when they exceed specific emissions thresholds f or nonat tainment pol lutants, NSR ai r quality 
permits, and for attainment pollutants, Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) air quality 
permits.  The N SPSs ar e e mission c ontrol/performance s tandards for s pecific types of 
stationary sources, such as boilers, cement kilns, and gas turbines.  However, this project would 
not include stationary sources of air pollution that would have emissions high enough to trigger 
federal air quality permitting, or that would be subject to any of the NSPSs. 

The project site is located in a federal nonattainment area and requires the approval of a federal 
agency ( BLM).  T herefore, t he pr oposed facility would be  s ubject t o t he g eneral c onformity 
regulations (40 CFR Part 93).  The project area is classified serious nonattainment of the federal 
PM10 ambient air quality standard.  The general conformity emissions applicability threshold for 
this nonattainment classification is 100 tons/year of PM10 emissions.  The EPA has set emission 
standards f or non-road diesel engines, including those used on construction cranes.  These 
standards are published in 40 CFR Part 89. 

 

3.2.2.2 State 
As discussed above in Section 3.2.1.2, CARB has established CAAQS for many of the same 
pollutants covered under the federal NAAQS that are as stringent as or more stringent than the 
NAAQS.  Pollutants regulated under these standards include O3, NO2, CO, PM10, PM2.5, SO2, 
lead, s ulfates, hy drogen s ulfide, v inyl c hloride, and v isibility r educing par ticles.  A dditional 
information regarding the CAAQS that are relevant to the Project is provided Section 3.2.1.2. 

CARB also has on-road and off-road engine emission reduction programs that indirectly affect 
the project’s emissions through the phasing in of cleaner on-road and off-road equipment 
engines.  A dditionally, C ARB has  a P ortable Equipment R egistration Program t hat allows 
owners or operators of portable engines and associated equipment to register their units under 
a statewide portable program to operate their equipment, which must meet specified program 
emission r equirements, throughout C alifornia w ithout hav ing t o ob tain i ndividual per mits from 
local air districts. 

The State has also enacted a regulation for the reduction of diesel particulate matter (DPM) and 
criteria pol lutant em issions from i n-use of f-road di esel-fueled v ehicles ( California C ode of 
Regulations [CCR] Title 13,  A rticle 4. 8, C hapter 9,  S ection 2449 ).  This r egulation p rovides 
target emission rates for PM and NOx emissions from owners of fleets of diesel-fueled off-road 
vehicles and applies to equipment fleets of three specific sizes and the target emission rates are 
reduced over time (CARB 2007). 
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3.2.2.3 Local 
Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District (MDAQMD) Rules and Regulations 
The M DAQMD has  pr imary r esponsibility f or regulating stationary s ources o f ai r pol lution 
situated within its jurisdictional boundaries.  To this end, the MDAQMD implements air quality 
programs required by State and federal mandates, enforces rules and regulations based on ai r 
pollution laws, and educ ates businesses and residents about their role in protecting air quality.  
The M DAQMD is al so r esponsible f or m anaging and pe rmitting ex isting, new , and m odified 
sources of air emissions within the County.  The applicable rules and regulations include: 

• Rule 201 – Permits Required.  This rule requires an Authority to Construct and Permit 
to O perate be fore the construction or  ope ration, r espectively, of  non -exempt emission 
sources.  

• Rule 401 – Visible E missions.  T his r ule limits v isible e missions from e missions 
sources.  This rule prohibits discharge of any emissions, other than uncombined water 
vapor, for more than three minutes in any hour.  

• Rule 402 – Nuisance.  This rule restricts emissions that would cause nuisance or injury 
to people or property (identical to California Health and Safety Code 41700).  This rules 
states that a person shall not discharge from any source whatsoever such quantities of 
air contaminants or other material which cause injury, detriment, nuisance or annoyance 
to any considerable number of persons or to the public, or which endanger the comfort, 
repose, health or safety of any such persons or the public, or which cause, or have a 
natural tendency to cause, injury or damage to business or property. 

• Rule 403 – Fugitive Dust.  A person shall not cause or allow the emissions of fugitive 
dust from any transport, handling, construction or storage activity so that the presence of 
such dus t r emains v isible i n t he at mosphere beyond t he pr operty l ine o f the em ission 
source (does not apply to emissions emanating from unpaved roadways open to public 
travel or farm roads).  This exclusion shall not apply to industrial or commercial facilities. 

• Rule 403.2 – Fugitive Dust Control for the Mojave Desert Planning Area.  This rule 
requires t hat fugitive d ust c ontrol m easures are i mplemented dur ing a  variety of  
activities, i ncluding construction and ac tivities on  BLM land.  This r ule ai ms t o ensure 
that the NAAQS for PM10 will not be exceeded due to anthropogenic sources of fugitive 
dust w ithin t he Mojave Desert P lanning A rea, and t o i mplement the c ontrol m easures 
contained in the Mojave Desert Planning Area Federal PM10 Attainment Plan. 
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3.3 Climate Change 
3.3.1 Environmental Setting 
3.3.1.1 Climate Change 
There is general scientific consensus that climate change is occurring and that human activity 
contributes to that change. Man-made emissions of GHGs, if not sufficiently curtailed, are likely 
to contribute further t o c ontinued i ncreases i n g lobal t emperatures. I ncreases i n global 
temperature will cause a reduction in the polar ice caps and increase sea level, which will flood 
low lying areas of the world. Additionally, climate change will shift rainfall patterns that will cause 
significant impacts to agriculture and fresh water availability worldwide. 

 

3.3.1.2 Greenhouse Gases 
Generation o f electricity can pr oduce G HGs in addi tion t o t he c riteria ai r pol lutants t hat have 
been traditionally regulated under the Federal and State Clean Air Acts. GHGs are so named 
because of their ability prevent heat from the surface of the earth from escaping to space. The 
principal climate-change gases resulting from human activity that enter and accumulate in the 
atmosphere are listed below.  

Carbon D ioxide ( CO2): CO 2 enters t he at mosphere t hrough t he bur ning o f fossil fuels ( oil, 
natural gas, and coal), solid waste, trees and wood products, and chemical reactions (e.g., the 
manufacture of cement). CO2 is also removed from the atmosphere (or “sequestered”) when it is 
absorbed by plants as part of the biological carbon cycle.  

Methane (CH4): CH4 is emitted during the production and transport of coal, natural gas, and oil. 
CH4 emissions also result from livestock and agricultural p ractices and the decay o f organic 
waste in municipal solid waste landfills.  

Nitrous Oxide (N2O): N2O is emitted during agricultural and industrial activities as well as during 
combustion of fossil fuels and solid waste.  

Fluorinated G ases: hydrofluorocarbons ( HFCs), perfluorocarbons ( PFCs), and sulfur 
hexafluoride (SF6) are synthetic, powerful climate-change gases that are emitted from a variety 
of i ndustrial pr ocesses. Fluorinated gases a re o ften u sed as  substitutes for oz one-depleting 
substances (i.e., chlorofluorocarbons, hydrochloro-fluorocarbons, and halons). These gases are 
typically emitted in smaller quantities, but because they are potent climate-change gases, they 
are sometimes referred to as high Global Warming Potential (GWP) gases.  

GHG emissions in the United States come mostly from energy production. Energy-related 
carbon di oxide em issions r esulting from fossil f uel ex ploration and us e ac count for 
approximately t hree-quarters o f the hum an-generated GHG e missions i n t he U nited S tates, 
primarily in the form of carbon dioxide emissions from burning fossil fuels.  More than half the 
energy-related em issions c ome from l arge stationary s ources s uch as  pow er pl ants; 
approximately a third comes from transportation; while industrial processes, agriculture, forestry, 
other land uses, and waste management make up a majority of the remainder of sources (EPA 
2012a). For solar power energy generation facilities, the stationary source GHG emissions are 
much smaller than fossil fuel-fired power plants. 

Global warming potential is a r elative measure, compared to carbon dioxide, of a compound’s 
residence time in the atmosphere and abi lity to warm the planet. Mass emissions of GHGs are 
converted into carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e) emissions for ease of comparison. 
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3.3.1.3 Recent Climate Change Record in the Local Landscape  
No information is available at present 

 

3.3.1.4 Forecasts of Impacts of Climate Change in the Local Landscape 
Geologists i n pa rticular l ink c hanges t o flooding frequency and s everity t o c limate c hange. 
Higher intensity storms with increases in rainfall and runoff are forecast under some modeled 
projections of climate change in the S outhwest. Fl ood risks are likely to become greater as 
winter precipitation increases under changing climate conditions (Robins and others 2009).    

 

3.3.1.5 Recent Measures in Place for Climate Change Adaptation in the Local Landscape  

Development of renewable energy installations on BLM public lands in the Ivanpah Valley will 
facilitate a shift away from dominant use of non-fossil fuels in the United States. With 
development, net  carbon em issions t o t he atmosphere m ay be r educed i n coming years and 
thus reduce the pace of climate change.  

 

3.3.2 Applicable Regulations, Plan, and Standards 
3.3.2.1 Federal 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)  
On April 2, 2007, in Massachusetts v. USEPA, 549 U.S. 497 (2007), the Supreme Court found 
that GHGs are air pollutants covered by the Clean Air Act (CAA). The Court held that the EPA 
must determine whether or not emissions of GHGs from new motor vehicles cause or contribute 
to ai r pol lution which m ay r easonably be ant icipated t o endanger publ ic heal th or  welfare, o r 
whether the science is too uncertain to make a reasoned decision. In making these decisions, 
the EPA is required to follow the language of section 202(a) of the CAA. The Supreme Court 
decision resulted from a petition for rulemaking under section 202(a) filed by more than a dozen 
environmental, renewable energy, and other organizations.  

On April 17,  2009,  the Administrator s igned proposed endangerment and cause or  contribute 
findings for GHGs under Section 202(a) of the CAA. The EPA held a 60-day public comment 
period, w hich ended J une 23,  2009,  and  received o ver 380, 000 publ ic c omments. These 
included bot h w ritten c omments as  w ell as  t estimony at  t wo publ ic hear ings i n A rlington, 
Virginia, and S eattle, Washington. The EPA carefully r eviewed, considered, and i ncorporated 
public comments and has now issued these final Findings.  

The EPA found that s ix GHGs taken in combination endanger both the publ ic heal th and t he 
public welfare o f c urrent and f uture generations. T he E PA al so f ound t hat t he c ombined 
emissions of these GHGs from new motor vehicles and new motor vehicle engines contribute to 
the air pollution t hat endangers public health and welfare under CAA section 202( a). These 
Findings were based on careful consideration of the full weight of scientific evidence and a 
thorough r eview of  numerous pub lic comments received on t he P roposed Findings publ ished 
April 24, 2009. These Findings became effective on January 14, 2010 (EPA 2010).  

Specific GHG Regulations that the EPA has adopted to date are as follows: 
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40 CFR Part 98. Mandatory Reporting of Greenhouse Gases Rule  
This r ule requires mandatory r eporting o f GHG e missions for facilities t hat em it m ore t han 
25,000 metric tons o f CO2e emissions per  year (EPA 2009) .  The Proposed Action would not  
trigger GHG reporting as required by this regulation. 

 

40 CFR Part 52. Proposed Prevention of Significant Deterioration and Title V Greenhouse 
Gas Tailoring Rule  
The EPA recently mandated that PSD requirements apply to facilities whose stationary source 
CO2e emissions ex ceed 75, 000 t ons pe r y ear ( EPA 201 2b). The P roposed A ction w ould not  
trigger PSD permitting as required by this regulation. 

 

3.3.2.2 State 
Executive Order (EO) S-3-05  
EO S-3-05 w as es tablished by  G overnor A rnold S chwarzenegger i n J une 2006.   EO S-3-05 
establishes statewide emission reduction targets through the year 2050:  

• by 2010, reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels;  

• by 2020, reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels; and  

• by 2050, reduce GHG emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels.  

This EO does not include any specific requirements that pertain to the proposed Stateline solar 
project.  However, actions taken by the State to implement these goals may affect the project, 
depending on the specific implementation measures that are developed. 

 

Executive Order (EO) S-14-08  
EO S-14-08 was established by Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger in November 2008.  
Executive Order S-14-08 establishes a Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) for all retail sellers 
of electricity. The specifics of this executive order include the following:  

• Requires retail sellers o f electricity shall serve 33 percent o f t heir load with renewable 
energy by 2020; 

• Requires v arious s tate ag encies t o s treamline processes for t he a pproval of  new  
renewable energy facilities and determine priority renewable energy zones; and 

• Establishes the requirement for the creation/adoption of the Desert Renewable Energy 
Conservation Plan (DRECP) process for the Mojave and Colorado Desert regions. 

This Executive Order does not include any specific requirements that pertain directly to the 
Proposed Action. H owever, t his pr oject, a s a renewable ener gy pr oject, w ill hel p t he ut ility 
contracting the power from this project to meet the established RPS standard. 

 

Senate Bill 1368  
Senate B ill 1368 ( SB 1368)  w as enac ted in 20 06, and r equired t he C alifornia P ublic U tilities 
Commission (CPUC) to establish a CO2 emissions standard for base load generation owned by 
or under  l ong-term c ontract w ith publicly owned ut ilities. T he C PUC es tablished a GHG 
Emissions Performance Standard (EPS) of 1,100 pounds of CO2 per megawatt-hour. SB 1368 
also requires the posting of notices of public deliberations by publically owned companies on the 
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CPUC website and establishes a process to determine compliance with the EPS. The proposed 
solar farm, as a renewable energy generation facility, is determined by rule to comply with the 
GHG EPS requirements of SB 1368. 

 

Assembly Bill 32  
Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32), also known as the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, 
was established in 2006 to mandate the quantification and reduction of GHGs to 1990 levels by 
2020. The law establishes periodic targets for reductions, and requires certain facilities to report 
emissions of GHGs annually. The bill also reserves the ability to reduce emissions targets lower 
than those p roposed i n c ertain s ectors w hich c ontribute t he most t o emissions o f GHGs, 
including transportation.  

Additionally, the bill requires:  

• GHG emission standards to be implemented by 2012; and  

• The CARB developed an implementation program and adopt GHG control measures “to 
achieve t he m aximum t echnologically f easible and c ost-effective GHG e mission 
reductions from sources or categories of sources.” CARB issued a draft Climate Change 
Scoping Plan in December 2008.  

The AB 32 Scoping Plan contains the main strategies California will use to reduce the GHG that 
cause climate change. The scoping plan has a r ange of GHG reduction actions which include 
direct regulations, alternative compliance mechanisms, monetary and non-monetary incentives, 
voluntary actions, market-based mechanisms such as a cap-and-trade system, and an AB 32 
cost of implementation fee regulation to fund the program. These measures have been 
introduced through four workshops be tween N ovember 30,  2007,  and April 17,  2008 . A dr aft 
scoping plan was released for public review and comment on June 26, 2008, followed by more 
workshops in July and A ugust 2008. The proposed scoping plan was released on O ctober 15, 
2008, and approved at the Board hearing on December 12, 2008.  

Per C ARB’s U pdated S coping P lan Fac t s heet J anuary 21,  2010 ( http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/ 
facts/scoping_plan_fs.pdf), the following has occurred:  

• 12 of 30 CARB regulations approved, including all nine Discrete Early Actions;  

• Approved m easures pr ovide appr oximately 7 0 million m etric t ons ( MT) C O2e in 2020,  
40% of the 2020 goal of reducing 169 million MT CO2e; and  

• First year of Mandatory Reporting complete - 97% compliance rate.  

The mandatory r eporting requirements ar e e ffective f or el ectric generating facilities with a 
nameplate capacity equal or greater than 1 megawatt (MW) capacity if their emissions exceed 
25,000 MT per year. However, t he Proposed Action, as  a solar energy g eneration pr oject, i s 
exempt from t he m andatory G HG e mission r eporting requirements for el ectricity generating 
facilities as currently required by the CARB for compliance with the California Global Warming 
Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32 Núñez, Statutes of 2006, Chapter 488, Health and Safety Code 
sections 38500 et seq.).  

On D ecember 16 , 2010 , t he s tructure o f t he c ap and t rade r egulations w ere adopt ed and  
specific enabl ing r egulations m ust be adop ted by  CARB b y O ctober 2011 t o al low t hese 
requirements to become effective January 2012. The approved GHG cap and trade regulations 
still have several remaining action items and will have several amendments until they will have 
final s tate appr oval by  t he end o f 2011.  H owever, t he p roject w ould not be s ubject to  th is 
regulation since the project’s regulated operating emissions would be well below the regulation’s 
25,000 MT CO2e annual emissions applicability threshold. 
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Senate Bill X1-2  
On April 12, 2011, Governor Edmund G. Brown, Jr. signed Senate Bill X1-2 into law to codify 
the ambitious 33 percent by 2020 goal. SBX1-2 directs CPUC’s Renewable Energy Resources 
Program to increase the amount of electricity generated from eligible renewable energy 
resources per year to an amount that equals at least 20 percent of the total electricity sold to 
retail customers in California per year by December 31, 2013, 25% by December 31, 2016 and 
33 percent by December 31, 2020. The new RPS goals applies to all electricity retailers in the 
state i ncluding publ icly o wned ut ilities ( POUs), in vestor-owned ut ilities, el ectricity s ervice 
providers, and community choice aggregators. This new RPS preempts the CARB's 33 percent 
Renewable Electricity Standard. 

This Senate Bill does not include any specific requirements that pertain directly to the Proposed 
Action. However, this project, as a renewable energy project, would help the ut ility contracting 
the power from this project to meet the established RPS standard. 
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3.4 Archaeological and Built-Environment 
3.4.1 Environmental Setting 
This section describes archaeological and built-environment resources located within the area 
of potential effects (APE) for the Proposed Action and project alternatives.  The locations of 
Proposed Action facilities, i ncluding t he photovoltaic ( PV) generating facility, t he 220-kilovolt 
(kV) generation i nterconnection ( gen-tie) line, oper ations and m aintenance f acilities, and  
access road are shown in Chapter 2.  Chapter 2 also includes a description of construction, 
operation, and maintenance t echniques us ed for t he P roposed A ction as  well as  a det ailed 
discussion of alternatives.  Descriptions provided in this section are based on information from 
the Class III Cultural Resources I nventory (Chandler and ot hers 2012), which c onsisted of  
surveys within the Project Study Area only, not the entire APE. 

 
3.4.1.1 Cultural Setting 
Understanding t he c ontext i n which archaeological and bui lt-environment resources e xist i s 
imperative to evaluating impacts of projects on those resources. 

 

Prehistoric  
Research since the ear ly 1980s  has l ed t o r efinements o f the p rehistoric c hronology o f t he 
Mojave Desert region.  This research has contributed new information that has expanded our 
understanding o f the pr ehistoric c hronology of  the M ojave Desert r egion.  Sutton and o thers 
(2007) di scuss t hese r efinements i n dept h, a nd present a s lightly m odified c hronological 
sequence to that o f Warren (1984).  Sutton and others (2007) place their c hronology in the 
context of climatic periods (Pleistocene, early Holocene, middle Holocene, and l ate Holocene) 
separated further by cultural complexes based on technological advances. 

That humans were pr esent in t he M ojave D esert before 10,000 B .C. c annot be di scounted 
based on increasing evidence of earlier occupations in other parts of North America.  The oldest 
identified cultural complex in the Mojave Desert is Clovis (ca. 10,000-8000 B.C.).  This complex 
is characterized by the long, fluted Clovis projectile point and Clovis-like points known as Great 
Basin Concave Base points (Basgall and Overly 2004).  

During the early Holocene the Lake Mojave period (8000 to 5000 B.C.) is characterized by 
Great B asin S temmed (Lake M ojave and S ilver La ke) poi nts, nu merous bi faces i ncluding 
crescents, unifaces, and sometimes groundstone artifacts.  Social groups of the Lake Mojave 
period appear  t o hav e been s mall, hi ghly m obile, and at tracted t o a  v ariety of  env ironments 
where water was available. 

During t he Mid-Holocene climatic warming and desiccation in the Great B asin, including the 
Mojave Desert, previous researchers such as Warren (1984) saw Pinto period material and 
settlement pat terns reflecting a r esponse to the change in env ironment.  In t his scenario, t he 
Pinto per iod began a fter t he Lake Mojave per iod at  about 5, 000 B .C., corresponding roughly 
with the Holocene Maximum warming trend.  Information collected in the past two decades 
suggests that t he P into per iod be gan du ring t he ear ly H olocene and ov erlapped t he La ke 
Mojave per iod.  Radiocarbon dat es from P into Basin, Li ttle Lak e, For t I rwin, and T wentynine 
Palms indicate ages of at least 9,000 years for some Pinto sites (Sutton and others 2007).  
Although there is still some debate about the inception of the Pinto complex, it is probably older 
than had been previously thought. 
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Toward the end of the middle Holocene, the climatic conditions associated with the Holocene 
warming t rend m ay hav e r esulted in very low population densities, and e ven t emporary 
abandonment, of portions of the Mojave Desert.  Very few sites have been dated to a time span 
between about  3000 an d 2000 B .C. t hat s eparates t he P into and G ypsum c omplexes.  The 
appearance o f Elko C orner-notched, Humboldt C oncave-base, and  Gypsum C ontracting-
stemmed projectile points in sites signaled the start of the G ypsum period, as temperatures 
began to shift at the beginning of the late Holocene (Warren 1984; Sutton and others 2007).  

Archaeological information suggests an increase in population, especially in the western Mojave 
during the Saratoga Spring period (A.D. 500 to 1200).  Projectile points indicate that the bow 
and arrow were introduced to the Mojave Desert during this period.  These technological 
advances are thought to have improved hunting efficiency and i ncreased the carrying capacity 
of the land, resulting in a rise in population (Sutton and others 2007).  

Numerous sites in the Mojave Desert date to the Late Prehistoric period (A.D. 1200 to Contact).  
The several tribes that occupied the Mojave Desert at the time of contact with Europeans are 
believed to have developed from the separate cultural complexes in the Late Prehistoric period 
(Warren 1984; Sutton and others 2007).  Hakataya and Anasazi cultural influences remained in 
the s outhern and eas tern par ts o f t he r egion, r espectively.  By a pproximately A.D. 1 000, t he 
Numic speakers of the western Mojave Desert formed distinct language groups. 

 

Ethnographic  
A broad territory across southern Utah, southern Nevada and northern Arizona and, following 
the Colorado River, southward into California as far as present-day Blythe was once occupied 
by the Southern Paiute.  The Southern Paiute belong to the Southern Numic branch of the Uto-
Aztecan language family.  Ethnographers have divided the Southern Paiute into 16 i dentifiable 
groups, which includes the Chemehuevi, the southernmost of the groups.  There was no 
overarching t ribal organization, with each g roup a g eographic uni t as sociated w ith a def ined 
territory. 

The primary territory occupied by the Southern Paiute-Chemehuevi was west of the Colorado 
River, extending approximately from present-day Blythe to just north of Needles, and into 
California halfway to Twentynine Palms (Kelly and Fowler 1986; Earle 1997).  The name 
Chemehuevi is a Mojave word, pos sibly m eaning “ mixed with al l”, but  t hey c all t hemselves 
Nuwuwu, or  “ the p eople” ( Laird 1976 ).  The Chemehuevi l anguage i s a di alect o f t he U te 
language of the Numic branch of the Uto-Aztecan stock, which extends from the Great Basin of 
North America through Mexico (Bean 1978). 

 

Historic  
Since E uropean c ontact i n t he l ate 18t h c entury, the hi story o f t he I vanpah V alley is 
characterized by  several t hemes i ncluding exploration, m ining, t ransportation, development o f 
utility corridors, and l and development.  Each o f these contributed t o t he development of  t he 
area. 

Some of the earliest explorations of the lower Great Basin region are documented in the diaries 
of Padre Francisco Garcés during his overland expedition in 1776.  Beginning the journey with 
Juan B aptista de A nza, G arcés s eparated from de A nza near  pr esent-day Y uma, A rizona.  
Garcés took a path following the Colorado River, and then the Mojave River, leading the priest 
across California and eventually to Mission San Gabriel.  He and his party made their return trip 
following a nor thern route through po rtions o f t he S an J oaquin V alley b efore returning t o t he 
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Mojave River and then, to Yuma, roughly re-tracing the r oute t hat had f irst brought t hem 
westward ( Coues 1900 ).  Later hi storical ac counts o f the I vanpah V alley were pr ovided by  
travelers who passed near the valley on their way to eastern and western destinations, usually 
by way of  t he O ld S panish Tr ail, t he M ojave Road, or  t he M ormon Trail.  Several not able 
explorers made their way through the region during the early to mid-19th century, including 
Jedediah Smith, Kit Carson, and J ohn C. Fremont (Durham 1997).  In fact, the Ivanpah Valley 
was largely used as a travel route due to a lack of water in the region. 

The 1849 gold rush brought thousands of miners and settlers to California.  Although most of 
the gold-seekers settled farther to the north, some sought wealth in the Mojave Desert.  In 1869, 
the Piute Company staked over 100 claims in the Clark and Yellow Pine mining districts after 
the di scovery of  s ilver and c opper i n t he C lark M ountains, w est o f t he project facility s ite 
(Vrendenburgh and others 1981).  As a result of this mining activity the town of Ivanpah was 
established in the foothills of the Clark Mountains.  Ivanpah became the trading center for the 
Clark mining district and a map from 1885 shows a wagon road that passed through the project 
site, c onnecting Ivanpah t o Las  V egas (General Land O ffice [GLO] 1885).  I vanpah boas ted 
commercial buildings, saloons, stores, shoe-making and blacksmithing shops, hotels, a smelter, 
and two mills.  A yield between 3 to 4 million dol lars in silver is estimated to have been taken 
from the mines surrounding Ivanpah.  

Mining c laims c ontinued t o be  made i n the region, pa rticularly i n the C lark M ountains.  One 
mining operation of note is the old Colosseum Mine complex.  Although gold was first noted on 
the property in 1865, exploratory mining did not occur until the early 1900s.  After closing in the 
1930s, the p roperty r emained dor mant until t he 1970s when a s eries o f exploratory ventures 
took place.  The property was acquired in 1986 and operated until 1993.  

Ivanpah Valley has long been a transportation corridor.  In the late 1800s, much of the Ivanpah 
Valley was serviced by the Old Salt Lake Road, via the North Fork of the Mojave River Route.  
The 1885 GLO map shows the main route to Ivanpah and shows roads leading from the town of 
Ivanpah nor th t o Las  V egas.  Locally t ravelled r outes throughout the valley l ead t o nat ural 
springs that were utilized by miners and early ranchers (von Till Warren and Roske 1981). 

The San Pedro, Los Angeles, and Salt Lake Railroad Company built a rail line from Los Angeles 
to Las Vegas and to the border with Utah in 1905.  They purchased an existing rail route in Utah 
to make the connection to Salt Lake City.  The route in California used the existing AT&SF track 
from Riverside to Barstow and Daggett and new track was laid from Daggett to Las Vegas and 
the U tah bo rder.  The r oute pas sed through Ivanpah V alley on t he eas t s ide o f Ivanpah D ry 
Lake.  The railroad was acquired by the Union Pacific Railroad in 1921 (Robertson 1998).  A 
railroad spur built north from the AT&SF main line at Goffs (west of Needles) by the California 
Eastern Railway Company reached the mining town of Ivanpah in 1902.  

In the early 1900s, with the advent of the automobile, more travelers began to visit the desert.  
Several of  t hese r outes crossed the Ivanpah V alley, beg inning w ith t he A rrowhead T rail 
Highway.  The Arrowhead Trail Highway served as the main thoroughfare from San Bernardino 
to Salt Lake City between 1914 and 1925 .  The southern portion of this route, followed the old 
National T rails R oad (the pr ecursor t o R oute 66,  now I nterstate-40), f rom San B ernardino 
through Barstow toward Needles.  Before reaching Needles, the route turned northeast to Las 
Vegas, N evada, v ia S earchlight, N evada.  In 1925,  the C alifornia H ighway D epartment 
realigned the Arrowhead Trail, to follow the Union Pacific Railroad from Daggett to a s tation at 
Manix, California, where it continued northeast into Ivanpah Valley.  Here the road once again 
paralleled the Union Pacific Railroad on its way to Las Vegas.  The new route was called US 
Route 91 ( von t ill Warren 1980) .  The new and improved r oute br ought a s ignificant i nflux o f 
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travelers through this remote Mojave Desert region, which initiated the construction of present-
day I-15 in the mid-1960s. 

Ivanpah V alley s erved not onl y as  a t ransportation r oute, but  al so a s a c orridor for electric 
transmission and communication lines.  After the passage of the Boulder Canyon Project Act in 
1929, a s eries of  el ectric pow er t ransmission l ines were bui lt t o t ransmit el ectricity from 
hydroelectric plants at Boulder Dam (now named Hoover Dam) to provide power to the growing 
population of Southern California, Nevada, and el sewhere.  Two o f these t ransmission lines 
cross the Project Study Area.  The Boulder Transmission Lines 1, 2, and 3, cross the northern 
part o f the P roject S tudy A rea only, while t he Hoover Dam t o San  B ernardino Tr ansmission 
Line crosses the southern portion of the Project Study Area and runs along the proposed Gen-
tie Corridor. 

 

3.4.1.2 Identified Archaeological and B uilt-Environment Resources – Stateline 
Solar Farm Site 

Archival Research 
A r ecords s earch w as conducted at  t he S an B ernardino A rchaeological I nformation C enter 
(SBAIC) in Redlands, California in September 2009 (Chandler 2009).  An updated record 
search was conducted in April 2011.  The records search covered the entire project study area 
plus a 1 -mile bu ffer.  The r ecords search was conducted to de termine the ex tent o f p revious 
surveys and t he pr esence o f p reviously do cumented ar chaeological s ites, ar chitectural 
resources, or traditional cultural properties.  In addition, historic maps, including the GLO 1885 
and 1933 pl at maps and C alifornia topographic q uadrangle m aps from 1963, were r eviewed.  
The H istoric P roperty Data Fi le for San Bernardino County was al so r eviewed t o i dentify any 
properties within 1 m ile of the project that have been l isted on o r determined eligible for l isting 
on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), California Register of Historical Resources 
(CRHR), Ca lifornia P oints o f His torical I nterest, Ca lifornia Landm arks, and N ational H istoric 
Landmarks. 

A s earch o f the S acred Lands  Fi le w as c onducted w ith t he N ative A merican H eritage 
Commission (NAHC) in Sacramento, California in September 2009.  This search was requested 
to determine whether there are sensitive or sacred Native American resources in the vicinity of 
the project.  In addition to the records search conducted with the SBAIC, and the search of the 
Sacred Land File, the BLM Archaeologist in the Needles Field Office was consulted to 
determine if BLM had any additional information regarding archaeological and built-environment 
resources within and near the project. 

 

Site Types 
The records search results identified 13 previously recorded resources in the Study Area (four 
archaeological sites and five built-environment resources and four isolated finds). 

 

Archaeological Resources 

One of the archaeological resources is a U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) survey marker (P36-
014501). In addi tion, an  i solated c eramic i nsulator ( P36-014499), and t hree i solated historic-
period cans (P36-014500, P36-063199 and P36-063201) have been recorded in the APE. 
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Historic Built-Environment Resources  

A historic-period power l ine corridor, Hoover Dam to San Bernardino Transmission Line, (P36-
010315/NRHP-E-93-007), crosses the APE and has been determined eligible for l isting on t he 
NRHP. The r emaining built r esources w ithin t he pr oject include t he A rrowhead T rail H ighway 
(State R oute 31;  P 36-007689/CA-SBR-7689H), and s egments o f a historic-period r oad ( P36-
013417/CA-SBR-12575H). 

Another three archaeological sites (a prehistoric ceramic scatter [P36-063192] and t wo historic 
period r efuse s catters [ P36-023155 and P 36-063200]), as w ell as  two built-environment 
resources ( road s egment [P36-003048] and t he Boulder T ransmission Li ne, [P36-
007694/NRHP-E-94-001]) w ere i dentified by  t he r ecords s earch as  be ing l ocated w ithin t he 
Study Area. 

 
Archaeological Survey Overview 
An intensive pedestrian survey was conducted of the project area (Chandler and others 2012).  
The survey covered the entire project study area. It encompassed a total of 6,487 acres, and 
included all proposed project components and alternatives, as well as at least a 30-meter buffer 
around those areas.  A ll areas were surveyed using transects at an interval no g reater than 15 
meters.  In addition to recording all newly identified resources, an at tempt was made to locate 
all previously recorded sites and isolates located within the survey area. 
During the field survey phase of this project, an archaeological site was defined as consisting of 
at least three artifacts within 50 l inear meters of each other or a s ingle feature.  Archaeological 
resources not meeting the site criteria were recorded as isolated finds.  As discussed in Section 
4.4.2, identified archaeological resources were also evaluated for eligibility to the NRHP. 

 
Impacts Outside the Project Area  
Impacts on historic properties located outside of the project area must also be considered under 
NEPA, CEQA and S ection 106 .  These can include v isual, audi tory, and atmospheric e ffects. 
These effects would be considered adverse if they significantly alter any of the characteristics of 
a historic property that qualify the property for inclusion in the NRHP.  

 
Survey Results 
Although located in a d esert region, t he S tudy Area is near  I vanpah Lake, which would have 
attracted early inhabitants.  Lake sediments have been dated to just over 9500 B.P., indicating 
there was an E arly H olocene l ake. Ivanpah Lak e was pr obably dr y during several periods, a  
lake stand is indicated at circa 3500 years B.P., corresponding with the early part of the 
Gypsum Period. Although there is no direct evidence for lake stands during the Late Prehistoric, 
it is likely there was water in Ivanpah Lake at times during the Little Ice Age. The geology of the 
majority o f t he P roject Study A rea c onsists o f lakebed s ediments and  al luvial f ans t hat a re 
Pleistocene to Holocene in age, suggesting that buried cultural deposits are possible. 

The entire Project Study Area, an area larger than what is now encompassed within the 
Proposed A ction and al ternatives, was s urveyed f or t he p roject. The s urvey confirmed t he 
presence of several previously record resources and identified a number of additional 
archaeological and  built-environment r esources. Although t he m ajority o f the r esources 
encountered during the survey date to the historic period, evidence of prehistoric habitation and 
other activities was also documented.   



DESERT STATELINE SOLAR FARM PROJECT 
3.4 ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND BUILT-ENVIRONMENT 

NOVEMBER 2012 3.4-6 DRAFT EIS/EIR 
 

A total of 84 newly identified isolated finds (71 historic and 13 prehistoric) were identified within 
the survey ar ea ( Chandler and others 2012).  The historic isolates a re predominately hi storic 
period i tems s uch as  metal c ans and glass i nsulators.  The p rehistoric i solates consist o f 
groundstone and flaked stone.  

The 2012 formal C lass I II S urvey R eport for the S tateline S olar Far m P roject identified 61 
archaeological and built-environment resources, comprised of 52 newly-recorded sites and nine 
previously recorded sites (Chandler and others 2012).  Of these sites, 30 are located within the 
project footprint for the Proposed Action and alternatives.  Another three resources, the Boulder 
Dam-Los Angeles Transmission Line (P-007694), and two roads (P36-003048 and P36-
013417), are outside of the proposed project footprint, but within the APE for indirect effects to 
historic built- environment resources.  The remaining 28 archaeological resources are outside of 
the footprint of any of the action alternatives.  Table 3.4-1 provides a summary of the resources 
documented by the survey. 

 

Table 3.4-1. Archaeological and Built-Environment Resources 
Primary 
Number 
(P36-) 

Trinomial 
(CA-SBR-) 

Field 
Designation Site Type 

Alternative Buffer 

1 2 3 4  

Built-Environment Resources 

003048 3048H 
Old Traction 
Road 

Historic-period 
Road - - - - - 

007689 7689H 
Arrowhead 
Trail Highway 

Historic-period 
road X X X X X 

007694 7694H 

Boulder Dam-
Los Angles 
Transmission 
Line Transmission line - - - - X 

010315 10315H 

Edison 
Company 
Hoover Dam-
San 
Bernardino 
Transmission 
Line Transmission line  X X X X X 

013416 12574H - 
Telephone line 
and road - X - - X 

013417 12575H - 
Historic-period 
Road - - - - X 

021768 13934H SL-30 
Segment of 
Colosseum Road X - - - X 

Archaeological Resources 

014501 - - 
USGS survey 
marker - X X X - 

021759 13925H SL-1 
Historic-period 
refuse scatter - - - - X 

021760 13926H SL-4 
Historic-period 
refuse scatter - - - - X 

021761 13927H SL-14 
Historic-period 
refuse scatter - - - - X 

021763 13929H SL-18 
Historic-period 
refuse scatter - - - - X 

021764 13930H SL-22 
Historic-period 
wagon trail X X X X X 

021765 13931H SL-24 
Historic-period 
refuse scatter - - X - - 
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Table 3.4-1. Archaeological and Built-Environment Resources 
Primary 
Number 
(P36-) 

Trinomial 
(CA-SBR-) 

Field 
Designation Site Type 

Alternative Buffer 

1 2 3 4  

021769 13935H SL-31 
Historic-period 
rock cairn - - - - X 

021770 13936H SL-32 
Historic-period 
rock cairn - - - - X 

021771 13937H SL-34 
Historic-period 
rock ring - - - - X 

021772 13938H SL-35 
Historic-period 
rock ring X - X - - 

021773 13939H SL-36 
Historic-period 
refuse scatter X - X - - 

021774 13940H SL-39 
Historic-period 
refuse scatter X - X - - 

021775 13941H SL-40 
Historic-period 
refuse scatter X - X - - 

021776 13942H SL-41 
Historic-period 
refuse scatter X - X - - 

021777 13943H SL-42 
Historic-period 
refuse scatter X - X - - 

021778 13944H SL-43 
Historic-period 
refuse scatter   X - X - - 

021779 13945H SL-47 
Historic-period 
camp site X X X X - 

021780 13946H SL-48 
Historic-period 
rock cairn X X X X - 

012781 13947H SL-50 
Historic-period 
rock cairn X X X X - 

021782 13948H SL-53 
Historic-period 
rock cairn - - - - X 

021783 13949H SL-54 
Historic-period 
refuse scatter   X X X X - 

021784 13950H SL-59 
Historic-period 
rock hearth X - X - - 

021785 13951H SL-60 
Possible modern 
survey marker X - X - - 

021786 13952H SL-61 
Historic-period 
refuse scatter X - X - - 

023155 14543H - 
Historic-period 
refuse scatter - - - - X 

063192 - - 
Prehistoric 
ceramic scatter - - - - NRL 

063200 - - 
Historic-period 
refuse scatter - - - - NRL 

024304 15483H STL-1 
Historic-period 
fence line - X - - - 

024305 15484H STL-2 
Historic-period 
rock alignment - X - - - 

24306 15485H STL-3 
Historic-period 
two track road - X - - - 

024307 15486H STL-4 
Historic-period 
refuse scatter - - - - X 

024308 15487H STL-5 

Historic-period 
earthen holding 
pond and refuse 
scatter - X - - X 

024309 15488/H STL-6 
Multi-component 
prehistoric - - - - X 
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Table 3.4-1. Archaeological and Built-Environment Resources 
Primary 
Number 
(P36-) 

Trinomial 
(CA-SBR-) 

Field 
Designation Site Type 

Alternative Buffer 

1 2 3 4  
seasonal camp 
and historic-
period refuse 
scatter 

024310 15489H STL-8 
Historic-period 
refuse scatter - - - - X 

024311 15490H STL-9 
Historic-period 
refuse scatter - - X - - 

024312 15491 STL-14 
Three USGS 
survey markers - - -   - X 

024313 15492 STL-21 
Multi-component 
artifact scatter - - - - X 

024314 15493 STL-22 
Prehistoric lithic 
scatter - - - - X 

024315 15494 STL-23 
Prehistoric lithic 
scatter - - - - X 

024316 15495H STL-24 
USGLO survey 
marker - - - - X 

024317 15496 STL-25 

Prehistoric 
temporary camp 
site - - - - X 

024318 15497/H STL-26 
Prehistoric lithic 
scatter - - - - X 

024319 15498H STL-28 
Historic-period 
refuse scatter - X X X - 

024320 15499H STL-30 
Historic-period 
refuse scatter - - - - X 

024321 15500H STL-31 
Historic-period 
refuse scatter - - - - X 

024322 15501H STL-32 
Historic-period 
refuse scatter - - - - X 

024323 15502H STL-33 
Historic-period 
refuse scatter - - - - X 

024324 15503H STL-35 
USGLO survey 
marker - - - - X 

024325 15504H STL-36 
Historic-period 
two-track road - - - - X 

024327 15505H STL-37 
Historic-period 
telephone line X X X X X 

024327 15506 STL-202 

Prehistoric 
temporary camp 
site - - - - X 

024328 15507/H STL-204 

Multi-component 
prehistoric 
seasonal camp 
and historic-
period  - - - - X 

024329 15508H STL-206 
USGLO survey 
marker - - X - - 

  NRL =Not Relocated 
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3.4.2 Applicable Regulations, Plans, and Standards 
3.4.2.1 Federal 
National Environmental Policy Act (42 United States Code [U.S.C.] 4321 et. seq.) 
Regulations for i mplementing N EPA ( 40 C FR Parts 150 0-1508) r equire federal agencies t o 
identify and assess reasonable alternatives to proposed actions.  NEPA requires the analysis of 
the effect of federal undertakings on the environment to include the effect on cultural resources. 

 

Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA) as amended  
FLPMA es tablishes pol icies and goals t o be followed i n adm inistration of publ ic l ands by  t he 
BLM to include preservation of historic and archaeological resources. 
 
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as Amended (NHPA) 
Section 106 of  the NHPA ( 16 U .S.C. 470), and i ts i mplementing r egulations at  36 C FR 800,   
requires federal agencies with jurisdiction over a pr oposed federal project to take into account 
the effect of the undertaking on historic properties listed or eligible for listing on the NRHP, and 
requires that t he a gencies a fford the A dvisory C ouncil on H istoric P reservation w ith an 
opportunity to comment on the undertaking. Section 106 a lso requires that the agency consult 
with the State Historic Preservation Office, affected Indian Tribes, and other interested parties 
on the undertaking. 

 

Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979 (ARPA) 
ARPA (16 U.S.C. 470) provides for the protection of archaeological resources and sites that are 
on public lands and Indian lands 

 

Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990 (NAGPRA)  
NAGPRA (25 U .S.C. 3001) provides a r equirement for federal ag encies and i nstitutions t hat 
receive f ederal funding t o r eturn c ertain N ative A merican c ultural i tems, i ncluding hum an 
remains, funerary obj ects, s acred ob jects, a nd obj ects o f c ultural pat rimony, t o l ineal 
descendants and c ultural af filiated Indian t ribes.  For activities on f ederal l ands, N AGPRA 
requires c onsultation w ith “ appropriate” I ndian tribes p rior to the i ntentional ex cavation, or  
removal after inadvertent discovery, of several kinds of cultural items, including human remains 
and objects of cultural patrimony.  

 
American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978 (AIRFA)  
AIRFA enforces the right of Native Americans to have access to their sacred places.  If a p lace 
of religious i mportance to N ative Americans m ay be af fected by a n under taking, AIRFA 
promotes consultation with Indian religious practitioners, which may be coordinated with Section 
106 consultation.  
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Executive Order (EO) 13007 (1996), Protection and Preservation of Native American 
Sacred Sites  
EO 13007 established that federal land stewards shall, to the extent practicable, permitted by 
law, and not clearly inconsistent with essential agency functions, accommodate access to and 
ceremonial us e o f I ndian s acred s ites by  I ndian r eligious pr actitioners and av oid ad versely 
affecting the physical integrity of such sacred sites.  Where appropriate, agencies shall maintain 
the confidentiality of sacred sites. 

 

EO 13175 (2000), Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments  
EO 13175 es tablishes regular and m eaningful c onsultation and c ollaboration bet ween t he 
United S tates government and t ribal o fficials i n t he development of  federal pol icies t hat have 
tribal implications.  

 
Antiquities Act of 1906  
The Antiquities Act is the f irst law enacted to specifically establish that archaeological sites on 
public lands are important public resources, and obligated federal agencies that manage public 
lands preserve the scientific, commemorative, and cultural values of such sites on these lands. 

 
3.4.2.2 State 
California Environmental Quality Act of 1970, as amended  
CEQA establishes statutory r equirements for the formal r eview and analysis to di scretionary 
projects causing a s ubstantial adv erse c hange i n the s ignificance o f an  hi storical or 
archaeological resource w ith a s ignificant e ffect on the env ironment.  CEQA defines a  
substantial adverse change as demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration activities which 
would impair historical significance.  

 

Administrative Code; Title 14, § 4307  
Title 14 § 4307 r equires t hat no pe rson shall r emove, i njure, de face o r destroy any  obj ect o f 
paleontological, archaeological, or historical interest or value. 

 

Health and Safety Code § 7050.5  
This c ode r equires that c onstruction or  ex cavation be s topped nea r h uman remains un til a  
coroner determines whether the remains are Native American; requires the coroner to contact 
the NAHC if the remains are Native American.  

 
Health and Safety Code § 7051  
This code addresses the removal of human remains from internment, and requires a place of 
storage while awaiting internment or cremation, with the intent to sell them or to dissect them 
with malice or wantonness as a public offense punishable by imprisonment in a state prison.  
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Health and Safety Code § 7052 and 7050.5  
Section 7052 establishes that disturbance of Indian cemeteries is a felony.  Section 7050.5 
establishes t hat c onstruction or  ex cavation be stopped i n the v icinity of di scovered hum an 
remains until the coroner can determine whether the remains are those of a Native American.  

 
Penal Code, Title 14, § 622.5, 623  
These sections establish that it is a misdemeanor offense for any person other than the owner 
to willfully damage or destroy archaeological or historical features on publ ic or privately owned 
land.  

 
Public Resources Code § 5020 to 5029.5  
Section 5020 t o 5029. 5 c reated t he C alifornia H istorical Landm ark (CHL) C ommittee and  
authorizes t he D epartment o f P arks and R ecreation t o des ignate R egistered H istorical 
Landmarks and Registered Points of Historical Interest.  This section establishes the California 
Historic Resources criterion, and creates the CHL Committee and authorizes the Department of 
Parks and Recreation to designate CHLs and registered Points of Historical Interest; establishes 
criteria for the protection and preservation of historic resources.  

 
Public Resources Code § 5097.5  
Section 5097.5 provides that no person shall knowingly and willfully excavate upon, or remove, 
destroy, i njure, or  de face any  hi storic or  pr ehistoric ruins, bu rial grounds, a rchaeological o r 
vertebrate pal eontological s ite, i ncluding fossilized f ootprints, i nscriptions m ade by  hu man 
agency, rock art, or any other archaeological, paleontological or historical feature, situated on 
public lands, except with the express permission of the public agency having jurisdiction over 
the lands.  Violation of § 5097.5 is a misdemeanor.  

 
Public Resources Code § 5097.9 to 5097.991  
Section 5097.9 t o 5097. 991 es tablishes r egulations f or t he pr otection of  N ative A merican 
religious pl aces; es tablishes t he N AHC; es tablishes r epatriation o f N ative A merican ar tifacts; 
and requires notification of discovery of Native American human remains to a most likely 
descendant.  

 

Resolution Number 43  
Resolution Number 43 requires all state agencies to cooperate with programs of archaeological 
survey and excavation, and to preserve known archaeological resources whenever reasonable.  

 
Senate Bill 18  
Senate B ill 18 pr ovides t hat c ounties and c ities addr ess t he pr otection of  N ative A merican 
Traditional Cultural Places during the development of general plans.  
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Senate Bill 922  
Senate Bill 922 provides an exemption for Native American Graves, cemeteries, archaeological 
site information, and sacred places in the possession of the NAHC, state, or local agencies from 
the California Public Records Act.  

 
3.4.2.3 Local 
San Bernardino County General Plan  
The Conservation Element of the San Bernardino County General Plan includes goals provided 
to address cultural resources.  Goal CO 3 s tates that the County will preserve and pr omote its 
historic and pr ehistoric cultural her itage; G oal D/CO 6 pr omotes t he protection o f c ultural 
resources within the Desert Region; and Goal M/CO 4 pr omotes the protection of cultural and 
paleontological r esources w ithin t he M ountain R egion. The S an B ernardino C ounty G eneral 
Plan is not applicable to projects located entirely on federal land. 
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3.5 Environmental Justice 
Executive Order 12898 (59 Federal Register [FR] 7629) directs Federal agencies to identify and 
address, as appr opriate, pot ential di sproportionately hi gh and adv erse hum an heal th and 
environmental impacts on m inority and low-income populations.  The U.S. Department of  t he 
Interior (DOI) i s guided by  the Memorandum of Understanding on Environmental Justice and 
Executive Order 12898 (EPA 2011).  Information on the environmental justice analysis is 
contained i n Environmental Justice: Guidance Under the National Environmental Policy Act 
(CEQ 1997) and U.S. Department of the Interior Environmental Justice Strategic Plan, 2012 – 
2017 (DOI 2012) .  This s ection pr ovides dem ographic i nformation that characterizes the 
distribution of minority and low-income populations in the vicinity of the proposed Stateline Solar 
Farm Project site. 

 

3.5.1 Environmental Setting 
In identifying minority and low-income populations, the following Council on E nvironmental 
Quality (CEQ 1997) definitions of minority individuals, populations, and low-income populations 
were used: 

Minority i ndividuals.  Individuals w ho identify themselves as members of the following 
population groups: American Indian or Alaskan Native, Asian, Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific 
Islander, Black, Hispanic, or two or more races. 

Minority populations.  Minority populations are identified where (1) the minority population of an 
affected area exceeds 50 percent or (2) the minority population percentage of the affected area 
is meaningfully greater than the minority population percentage in the g eneral population or 
other appropriate unit of geographic analysis. 

Low-income popul ations.  Low-income popul ations i n an af fected ar ea ar e i dentified w ith t he 
annual s tatistical pov erty t hresholds f rom t he C ensus Bureau’s Current P opulation R eports, 
Series P-60, on Income and Poverty. 

The “affected area” for determining env ironmental j ustice i mpacts f or t he pr oposed Stateline 
Solar Far m P roject includes t he g eographic ar ea surrounding t he pr oposed s ite w ithin which 
adverse hum an heal th or  env ironmental i mpacts c ould pot entially be ex perienced.  Very f ew 
people r eside in t he ar ea s urrounding t he pr oposed s ite.  One r esidence is located at t he 
northeast corner of the I-15/Yates Well Road interchange on Yates Well Road, approximately 3 
miles to the southeast of  the proposed facility.  The closest community to the proposed site is 
Primm, Nevada, located approximately 3 m iles to t he nor theast of  t he pr oposed f acility.  
Residents of Primm are primarily employees at the resorts and hot els serving the casinos and 
their f amilies.  The es timated 2011 po pulation of P rimm i s 741,  hous ed i n apar tments and 
mobile homes (CCDCP 2011).  Accordingly, populations w ithin 3 m iles of  t he pr oposed s ite 
were evaluated for identification of minority and low-income populations.   

Census block data for 2010 c overing the area within 3 miles of the proposed site (the affected 
area) were examined (Table 3.5-1).  Population was reported for only five of the approximately 
60 C ensus bl ocks w ithin t his ar ea.  Zero persons w ere r eported as  l iving i n t he r emaining 
blocks (because ei ther no peopl e l ive i n t he bl ock or  t he num ber of  peopl e i s s o s mall t hat 
confidentiality of individuals would be compromised if the data were disclosed).  The total 2010 
population in the affected area is 340, including 26 persons within two blocks in San Bernardino 
County, California, and 314 in three adjacent blocks in Clark County, Nevada (in the community 
of Primm).  Minority individuals living within the two California blocks represent 15.4 percent of 
the total population of those blocks, which is a smaller proportion when compared to the state 
(59.9 percent) or San Bernardino County (66.7 percent).  Fourteen of the 25 residents in one 
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block are under 18 years of age and the one resident in the other block is 65 years or older.  In 
Nevada, the m inority popul ation c onstitutes 82 per cent of  t he total population of  t he three 
blocks (Primm).  The community of Primm includes a higher proportion of minority individuals 
when compared to the state (45.9 percent) and Clark County (52.0 percent).  Twenty of the 314 
residents in Primm are under 18 years of age and 40 are 65 years or older.   

The smallest area for which recent Census data on income are available is the tract level.  Due 
to t he v ery l ow popul ation dens ity i n t he ar ea, t he C ensus t racts within California (103) and 
Nevada (57.03 and 58.27) within 3 miles of the proposed site are very large.  Census tract 103, 
for example, extends 90 miles or more from the proposed site.  Therefore, income data are not 
available to determine if there are low-income populations within the affected area.   

   
Table 3.5-1.  Minority Population Within a 3-Mile Radius, 2010 

 
Total Population Minority Population Percent Minority 

Population 

California 37,253,956 22,297,703 59.9 
San Bernardino County 2,035,210 1,357,612 66.7 
Census Tract 103    

Block 1224 25 4 16.0 
Block 1962 1 - 0.0 

Total 26 4 15.4 
Nevada 2,700,551 1,238,470 45.9 
Clark County 1,951,269 1,015,314 52.0 
Census Tract 57.03    

Block 2173 309 255 82.5 
Block 2174 4 3 75.0 
Block 2185 1 - 0.0 

Total 314 258 82.2 
Total 3-Mile Radius 340 262 77.1 
Sources: U.S. Census Board (USCB) 2012a and 2012b. 

 

3.5.2 Applicable Regulations, Plans, and Standards 

Federal 
Executive O rder 12898,  “ Federal A ctions t o A ddress E nvironmental J ustice in Minority 
Populations and Low-Income P opulations,” focuses f ederal at tention on t he env ironment and 
human heal th c onditions of  m inority c ommunities and calls on ag encies t o ac hieve 
environmental justice as part of this mission. The order requires the EPA and al l other federal 
agencies (as well as  s tate agencies receiving f ederal f unds) to develop strategies to address 
this issue. The agencies are required to identify and address any disproportionately high and 
adverse human heal th or  environmental ef fects of their programs, policies, and activities on 
minority and/or low-income populations. 
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Memorandum of Understanding on Environmental Justice and Executive Order 12898 (EPA 
2011) affirms that the DOI will address environmental justice with the following areas of focus: 
1) implementation of the NEPA; 2) implementation of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as 
amended; 3) impacts from climate change; and 4)  impacts from commercial transportation and 
supporting infrastructure (“goods movement”). 

The CEQ has oversight responsibility for the Federal Government’s compliance with Executive 
Order 12898 and N EPA. T he C EQ, i n c onsultation w ith t he E PA and ot her ag encies, has  
developed guidance to assist Federal agencies with their NEPA procedures so that 
environmental justice concerns are effectively identified and addressed. According to the CEQ’s 
“Environmental J ustice G uidance U nder t he N ational E nvironmental P olicy A ct,” agencies 
should consider the composition of the affected area to determine whether minority populations 
or l ow-income populations are present in t he area af fected by  the proposed ac tion, and i f so 
whether there may be disproportionately high and adverse environmental effects (CEQ 1997).  

U.S. Department of the Interior Environmental Justice Strategic Plan, 2012 – 2017 (DOI 2012), 
which supports and compliments the DOI’s s tewardship r esponsibilities, l ays out  g oals, 
strategies, and performance  measures for implementation of  Executive Order 12898.  The five 
major goals include: 1) ensure awareness and implementation of the provisions of  EO 12898; 
2) ens ure m eaningful i nvolvement f or Environmental J ustice ( EJ) populations i n t he D OI 
decision m aking pr ocess; 3)  i dentify and address environmental impacts that m ay 
disproportionately affect EJ communities: 4) use existing resources to build and sustain 
environmentally and ec onomically sound communities; and 5)  integrate DOI EJ strategies with 
its Title VI of the Civil Rights Act enforcement responsibilities. 

BLM Land Use Planning Handbook, H-16010-1, Appendix D, Section IV (Environmental Justice 
Requirements) provides guidance for assessing potential impacts on popul ation, housing, and 
employment as they relate to environmental justice. It also describes variables s uch as 
lifestyles, beliefs and attitudes, and social organizations with respect to environmental justice. 
These variables were not evaluated in this analysis, as they are cannot be readily quantified for 
the purposes of impact assessment and do not  provide any additional analytical value in terms 
of evaluating potential environmental justice impacts. 

 

State and Local 
No State or local regulations, plans, or standards related to environmental justice would be 
applicable to the Proposed Action. 
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3.6 Lands and Realty 
This section describes existing land use conditions in the Stateline Solar Farm (Proposed Action 
or Project) project area.  Land us e can be  assessed by ana lyzing current land use ac tivities, 
land ownership, zoning (where applicable), and land use designations in adopted land use plans 
and policies.  An assessment of land use must also consider legal guarantees or limitations on 
land use such as those provided by easements, deeds, rights-of-way (ROWs), claims, leases, 
licenses, and permits.  BLM-administered lands are not zoned, but they may be encumbered by 
easements, ROWs, mining claims, leases, and permits.  Land use conditions identified in this 
section include: current uses of the land proposed for the project; BLM’s management policies 
for that land, as identified in the applicable land use plan; and other existing leases, easements, 
claims, or permits that may be af fected by the Proposed Action and al ternatives.  P roject land 
use impacts are addressed in Section 4.6. 

 

3.6.1 Environmental Setting 
3.6.1.1 General Characteristics 
The P roposed A ction w ould be l ocated ent irely on B LM-administered l ands i n t he eas tern 
portion o f S an B ernardino C ounty ( see Fi gure 1 -1).  The I vanpah V alley ar ea comprises 
approximately 37,280 acres of land bounded by the Mojave National Preserve on the south and 
southwest, the Nevada border on the northeast. The Stateline and Mesquite Wilderness Areas 
are located on the northwestern boundary of Ivanpah Valley. 

Existing dev elopment i n I vanpah V alley i ncludes an i nterstate h ighway; railroads; gr azing; 
overhead transmission lines; solar and other power facilities (both completed and under 
construction); subsurface pipelines, fiber-optic, and other communications lines; and active and 
abandoned mining and quarrying operations and associated activities. 

Interstate 15,  t he m ajor t ransportation r oute b etween Las  V egas and  s outhern C alifornia, 
transects Ivanpah Valley from Primm at the Nevada border in the north to Mountain Pass on the 
southwest.  T he portion of the valley near the Nevada border includes casinos and as sociated 
hotels, r estaurants, the Primm Valley G olf Course, and ot her t ourist a ttractions developed on 
700 ac res o f p rivate l and.  The Union Pacific Railroad al so t ransects t he western s ide o f t he 
valley from the Nevada border in the north towards the town of Ivanpah in the south. 

The Ivanpah Solar Electric Generating System (Ivanpah SEGS), a 370 M W solar facility using 
concentrated s olar pow er t ower t echnology, i s c urrently under  c onstruction on appr oximately 
3,700 acres in the western portion of Ivanpah Valley.  C onstruction was completed in 2011 o n 
the 618 acres, 50 MW Silver State North Solar Farm northeast of Primm on the Nevada side of 
the border.  The NV Energy Walter Higgins Power Generating Station, a 598 MW natural gas 
fired power plant, and the associated Bighorn Substation are also located northeast of Primm. 

The Ivanpah D ry Lak e i s l ocated appr oximately 0.5 miles eas t o f t he p roject s ite and  c overs 
approximately 35 s quare m iles. This area is open to non-motorized vehicles and i s a popul ar 
destination for recreational activities such as land sailing, archery, and kite buggies. The area 
also provides diverse recreational and scenic opportunities for off-highway vehicle use.  

 

3.6.1.2 Land Ownership/Management 
The project would be located entirely on BLM-managed public land and would be under federal 
jurisdiction.  BLM land use designations established in the CDCA Plan apply to the entire project 
area.   
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The BLM’s CDCA Plan established four multiple use classes (MUCs); MUC guidelines; and plan 
elements for specific resources and activities such as motorized vehicle access, recreation, and 
vegetation harvesting.  The MUCs include the following:  

• Class C (Controlled), which includes areas recommended as suitable for a wilderness 
designation;  

• Class L (Limited Use) are lands that are managed for generally lower intensity uses for 
the purposes of protecting sensitive natural, scenic, ecological, and cultural resource 
values;  

• Class M (Moderate Use) provides for a wide variety of present and future uses including 
mining, livestock grazing, recreation, energy, and utility development; and 

• Class I (Intensive Use) provides for concentrated use of lands and resources to meet 
human needs, where reasonable protection if provided for sensitive natural and cultural 
resources. 

 
Unclassified l ands c onsist o f s cattered and i solated par cels i n t he C DCA P lan t hat hav e not  
been placed within a MUC and ar e managed on a c ase-by-case bas is.  T he ent ire proposed 
facility site is located within the “Limited Use” category of BLM’s CDCA Plan. 

Because the Proposed Action and al ternatives would be l ocated entirely on Feder al lands, the 
San Bernardino County General Plan would not apply. 

 

3.6.1.3 Existing Uses 
The Proposed Action consists of 2,143 acres that are currently vacant and undeveloped desert 
land.  The l and contains habi tat for na tive vegetation and w ildlife, and i s used for r ecreation.  
There are no schools, day-care facilities, c onvalescent centers, or hospitals within the 
immediate vicinity of the project study area. 

The CDCA P lan includes t he i mplementation o f a net work o f pl anning c orridors t o meet 
projected utility needs, the identification of environmental constraints and siting procedures, and 
the identification of potential sites for geothermal development, wind energy parks, and power 
plants. Sixteen planning corridors were identified in the Energy Production and Utility Corridors 
Element of the CDCA Plan, and the Proposed Action location is situated at the convergence of 
two des ignated Utility Corridors, i dentified as  C orridors D and B B.  N umerous ut ilities ar e 
located within these corridors in the vicinity of the Project site.  These include transmission lines 
operated by the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) and SCE, a natural gas 
pipeline oper ated by  K ern R iver G as Tr ansmission, a pet roleum fuels pi peline oper ated by  
Calnev, and a fiber-optic line operated by AT&T. 

The Project area is currently included within the Clark Mountain Grazing Allotment.  Discussion 
of that g razing al lotment i s pr ovided i n S ection 3. 7 o f this dr aft E IS/EIR.  There ar e n o 
established communities on or  adjacent to the project site.  The project site is located adjacent 
to the existing Primm Valley Golf Course. 

The pr oposed facility a rea i ncludes an e xisting R OW (CA 21617)  hel d b y P rimmadonna 
Company, LLC, which is for a water pipeline, access road, and power line.  These lines connect 
two groundwater supply wells (designated WP-5 and WP-6) operated by Primm on the western 
edge of the Project site and run to the Primm facilities located northeast of the proposed project 
site.  The wells supply water to the hotels and casinos at Primm, and to the NV Energy Walter 
Higgins Power Generating Station. 

The Project area also includes three routes of travel designated by BLM as open routes.  These 
routes include route 699226 ( 1.4 miles encompassed by t he Proposed Action), 699198 ( 2.0 
miles), and 699238 (1.4 miles). 



DESERT STATELINE SOLAR FARM PROJECT 
3.6 LANDS AND REALTY 

 

NOVEMBER 2012 3.6-3 DRAFT EIS/EIR 
 

The Project site is not located within an a irport land use plan or within two miles of a publ ic or 
private use airport. 

 

3.6.2 Applicable Regulations, Plan, and Standards 
3.6.2.1 Federal 
Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) of 1976 
The FLPMA es tablishes publ ic l and pol icy; g uidelines f or adm inistration; and pr ovides f or t he 
management, pr otection, dev elopment, and  en hancement o f publ ic l ands.  FLP MA T itle V , 
Section 501,  es tablishes B LM’s aut hority t o grant R OWs for generation, t ransmission, and  
distribution of electrical energy (FLPMA, as amended, 2001).  BLM i s responsible for 
responding to requests regarding the development o f energy resources on B LM-administered 
lands i n a m anner that balances di verse r esource uses and  t akes i nto account the l ong-term 
needs for renewable and non-renewable resources for future generations. 

 

California Desert Conservation Area Plan 
The CDCA encompasses 25 million ac res in southern C alifornia designated by Congress in 
1976 t hrough t he FLP MA.  T he B LM m anages appr oximately 10  m illion of  t hose ac res.  
Congress directed the BLM to prepare and implement a comprehensive long-range plan for the 
management, use, development, and protection of public lands within the CDCA.  The CDCA 
Plan, as amended, is based on the concepts of multiple-use, sustained yield, and maintenance 
of env ironmental quality.  T he C DCA P lan pr ovides o verall r egional g uidance for B LM-
administered lands in the CDCA and es tablishes long-term goals for protection and us e of the 
California desert.  The CDCA Plan establishes four MUCs; MUC guidelines; and plan elements 
for specific resources or activities such as motorized vehicle access, recreation, and vegetation 
within each MUC. 

 

3.6.2.2 State and Local 
Because the Proposed Action would be located entirely on f ederal lands, no s tate or local land 
use plans would apply. 
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3.7 Livestock Grazing 
Livestock grazing has historically been, and continues to be, a significant use of renewable 
resources on publ ic l and i n t he C alifornia desert.  The FLP MA, T aylor G razing A ct, and t he 
Public Rangelands Improvement Act of 1978 r ecognize livestock grazing as a pr incipal use for 
the production of food and fiber (BLM 1980).  

Under the CDCA Plan, 4.5 million acres (36 percent of public lands in the CDCA) in 54 grazing 
allotments are available for grazing.  The CDCA Plan prescribes the area and t he sustainable 
amount of forage in animal unit months (AUMs) for each allotment.  An AUM is a measure of 
forage that sustains one cow/calf pair for one month.  Allotments with perennial forage have an 
established l imit o f forage bas ed on  t he quality and q uantity o f per ennial pl ants and a re 
permitted in AUMs for a defined period of grazing use.  Perennial forage use is typically 
authorized to be c onsumed at the same level from year to year unless forage production does 
not meet seasonal norms. 

 

3.7.1 Environmental Setting 
The entire Project Study Area for the Stateline Solar Farm Project is located within the 104,464 
ac Clark M ountain G razing A llotment (Allotment #09003) ; 97, 847 ac  o f w hich ar e on B LM-
managed public lands.  T he Clark Mountain Allotment is located in the Clark Mountain, Sandy 
Valley, and Mesquite Dry Lake geographic areas.  It is an ephemeral and perennial allotment 
with pot ential f orage pr oduction t o enabl e t he BLM t o aut horize c attle g razing on ephem eral 
forage when it meets threshold criteria.  The elevation within the allotment ranges from 200 feet 
to over 5,000 feet above mean sea level (asl).  T he dominant vegetation communities are the 
creosote-white bursage, mesquite bosque and bi g galleta series.  The vegetation communities 
within t he proposed 2, 143 ac re solar facility site pr oduce small am ounts o f l ivestock forage 
relative to more productive plant communities found on higher elevation areas elsewhere within 
the allotment.  These higher elevations produce the majority of the forage. Below 3,500 feet in 
elevation, forage production is best described as ephemeral rangeland.  Ephemeral rangelands 
indicate the Hot Desert Biome regions that do not consistently produce enough forage to sustain 
a l ivestock oper ation but  m ay br iefly pr oduce unusual volumes of  forage to ac commodate 
livestock grazing. 

The c urrent C lark M ountain G razing A llotment l ease w as aut horized i n 2002, and  ex pired i n 
2012.  Currently, the Clark Mountain Grazing Allotment is authorized under a series of annual 
Congressional aut horizations of expired l eases which ex tend such l eases when t heir r enewal 
requests hav e not  c ompleted t he appl icable NEPA and other consultation processes p rior t o 
their expiration.  These Congressional extensions of the leases maintain the same terms and 
conditions as found in the expired lease.  The most recent Congressional action authorized the 
lease from Dec. 23, 2011 through September 30, 2013.  The acreage, AUMs, and number of 
cattle associated with the lease as originally issued (and currently renewed) are shown in Table 
3.7-1 below. 

Table 3.7-1. Allotment Land Ownership and Stocking Rates in 2002 Lease 

Acreage 

Public 97,847 ac 

Private 1,023 ac 

State 5,594 ac 

Total 104,464 ac 

Cattle Number* 124 
AUMs** 1,488 
Season of Grazing Use*** March 1 to February 28 
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* The number of cattle authorized to graze during the season of use. 
** AUM - the amount of forage necessary for the sustenance of one cow or its equivalent for a period of 

1 month. 
*** The period livestock typically graze forage on the allotment. 

 
3.7.2 Applicable Regulations, Plan, and Standards 
Laws that apply to the BLM’s management of public lands grazing include:  

• The Taylor G razing A ct of  J une 28,  1934 as  am ended ( 43 U.S.C. 315, 315a t hrough 
315r). 

• The FLPMA (43 U .S.C. 1701 et  s eq.) as  amended by  t he P ublic R angelands 
Improvement Act of 1978 (43 U.S.C. 1901 et seq.). 

• The Public Rangelands Improvement Act of 1978 (43 U.S.C. 1901 et seq.). 

• Various p ublic land or ders, ex ecutive orders, and ag reements that authorize t he 
Secretary t o ad minister livestock grazing on s pecified l ands under  the Taylor G razing 
Act or other authority as specified. 

• Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973 as amended. 

• 43 CFR 4100 Grazing Administration – Excluding Alaska 

• Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (as amended) 

In addition, t he C DCA Plan and NEMO Plan am endments pr ovide guidelines for B LM’s 
management of grazing within the CDCA.  The NEMO Plan amendments to the CDCA establish 
standards and guidelines for grazing activities in the NEMO Planning Area, of which the Clark 
Mountain Grazing Allotment is a part. 
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3.8 Mineral Resources 
This section presents a discussion o f mineral resources that could be destroyed or  otherwise 
made unav ailable due  t o i mplementation o f pr oposed S tateline S olar Far m pr oject o r 
alternatives. B aseline geologic da ta w as c ollected from the U.S. Geological S urvey ( USGS 
1985), t he C alifornia Division of  M ines and  G eology ( CDMG), t he N atural R esources 
Conservation Service, the BLM, the California Department of Conservation (CDOC), the County 
of S an B ernardino, t he A pplicant, and t he P hase 1 G eotechnical R econnaissance R eport 
prepared for the Applicant.  The study area addressed in this section includes lands that may be 
affected di rectly and/or i ndirectly b y c onstruction, oper ation, and dec ommissioning o f t he 
proposed Stateline Solar Farm project. 

 

3.8.1 Environmental Setting 
BLM has reviewed applicable geologic maps and reports for this area. The Stateline Solar Farm 
Project site occurs within the Ivanpah mining district (CDMG 2005).  Under the California State 
Surface Mining and R eclamation Act of 1975, Mineral Resource Zones (MRZs) are defined by 
the S tate Geologist t o classify l and ac cording i ts l evel of  s ignificance a s a m ineral resource. 
MRZs ar e used t o help identify and pr otect s tate m ineral r esources from ur ban expansion or  
other irreversible land uses that might preclude mineral extraction.  The project site is mapped 
as Mineral Resource Zone 4; the geologic information that is available in this area “does not rule 
out either the presence or absence of mineral resources” for all types of mineral resources 
including rare ear th el ements, hy drothermal mineralization, and i ndustrial m inerals ( CDMG 
1987).  The c arbonate bedr ock out crops w est and nor th o f t he pr oject s ite ar e c lassified a s 
Mineral R esource Zone  3a,  w hich i s an “ area under lain by  g eologic terranes w ithin w hich 
undiscovered i ndustrial mineral r esources s imilar t o known depos its i n t he s ame pr oducing 
district or  r egion may r easonably expected t o exist ( hypothetical r esources). Such a reas may 
include prospects of undetermined significance” (CDMG 1987).  These carbonate rocks could 
be encountered at shallow depths beneath the solar farm site.  Limestone would be the primary 
mineral resource potentially present. 

The B LM g roups m inerals on f ederal l ands i nto t hree di stinct c ategories: ( 1) Loc atable 
resources (subject t o the General Mining Law o f 1872,  as  amended); (2) Leasable resources 
(subject to v arious M ineral Leasing Acts); an d ( 3) S alable resources (subject to m ineral 
materials di sposed o f u nder the M aterials A ct of 1947 , as  am ended) (BLM 2010) . Loc atable 
minerals include hardrock resources that are typically metals with a unique or special use, such 
as g old and s ilver. Leas able m inerals i nclude t hose w hich ar e t ypically f ound i n bedded  
deposits, such as oil, gas, and geothermal resources. Salable minerals include common variety 
of materials such as sand, stone, and gravel. Local BLM Field Offices are responsible for the 
management of mineral m aterials on publ ic l ands; for l ands i n t he v icinity of  t he p roposed 
Stateline facility, the Needles Field Office has this responsibility. 

There ar e no a ctive m ining ope rations w ithin t he s olar farm p roject b oundaries or  i n t he 
immediate surroundings.  The closest current mining operation is the Molycorp Minerals, LLC 
rare ear th m inerals m ine and pr ocessing facility located at  M ountain Pass, appr oximately 8  
miles to the west of the proposed location. Other mining operations that have occurred in the 
local area in the past include the Colosseum Mine, in the Clark Mountain Mining District, several 
miles west of the proposed location.  The Colosseum Mine produced gold from 1988 to 1993 
(EPA 1993). Within the Ivanpah mining district, mineral production includes gold, silver, barite, 
copper, fluorspar, rare earth elements, tungsten, tin, boron, hectorite, bentonite, gypsum, talc, 
zeolites, sodium, limestone, sand, gravel, stone, and turquoise (CDMG 1987; CDMG 2005)   
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There are t wo abandon ed m ines l ocated w ithin t he v icinity of  t he s olar farm pr oject s ite; the 
Umberci Mine is approximately 3.8 miles and the Kally Mine is approximately 4.7 miles to the 
northwest of the project site.  A small amount of lead and zinc was mined from the Kally and 
Umberci Mines.  Gypsum was mined from the Shire Gypsum Mine located adjacent to the Kally 
Mine. 

The proposed location is sited on alluvial fan materials. The general area is potentially leasable, 
and there has been limited exploration for oil and gas. However, there has been no p roduction, 
and the area is considered to have low potential for leasable minerals. The solar farm project 
site i s l ocated i n G eothermal D istrict 2,  how ever t he nea rest oi l and  gas fields a re l ocated 
roughly 100 miles southwest of the project site (CDOC 2001). Some dry lake beds in California 
are sources of brine and salt production, but Ivanpah Dry Lake is not expected to be a potential 
resource for these materials. 

The presence of al luvial fan materials on the proposed location means that the property could 
potentially be accessed as a source of salable sand and gravel resources. During construction, 
the Applicant may need or  des ire t o move s and and gravel ei ther o ffsite, or  between t he 
different units of the facility. Should this occur, the applicant would be required to comply with 
BLM regulations in at 43 C FR Part 3600, which regulates the production and us e of sand and 
gravel from public lands. Use of sand and gravel or other mineral materials within the 
boundaries o f an aut horized ROW is permitted; however, removal of  t hese materials from an 
authorized ROW would require payment to the U.S. of the fair market value of those materials. 

There ar e no k nown c urrently ac tive ec onomic c ommercial oper ations on or  i mmediately 
adjacent to the project site.  The proposed site is currently not used for mineral production, nor 
is it under claim, lease, or permit for the production of locatable, leasable, or salable minerals.  
As the proposed site has not been withdrawn from the Mineral Leasing or Materials Sales Acts, 
it i s pos sible t hat m ineral r esources c ould be i dentified and c laimed beneat h t he pr oject s ite 
prior t o issuance of the ROW grant.  In such a case there would be a potential conflict.  
However, the potential for this scenario is expected to be low.  I f it did occur, conflicts between 
the surface use of the land for solar energy production and ac cess to the subsurface minerals 
would be addressed in accordance with appropriate regulations. 

Sand and g ravel r esources ar e pr esent at  t he s ite; how ever, s uch materials ar e pr esent 
throughout the regional area and therefore the Stateline Solar Farm should not have an adverse 
impact on the availability of these resources. Following decommissioning of the project, the 
sand and gravel resources present at the project site would again become available. In addition, 
only limited exploration for oil and gas resources has been performed in the area, and no active 
oil or  g as oper ations ar e l ocated i n t he immediate v icinity of  t he pr oject. A s a r esult, t he 
Stateline S olar Far m project w ould not  i mpact any  c urrent or  reasonably f oreseeable 
development of geologic or mineral resources. 

 

3.8.2 Applicable Regulations, Plan, and Standards 
3.8.2.1 Federal 
General Mining Law of 1872.  Declared all valuable mineral deposits in lands belonging to the 
United States to be free and open to exploration and purchase. This law remains the method for 
disposal of minerals in Federal lands that are not specifically provided for in later mineral leasing 
and sales laws. 

 
Materials Act of July 31, 1947.  Authorizes the sale of certain materials, including sand, stone, 
gravel, and c ommon clay from public lands, if not otherwise expressly authorized or prohibited 
by law. 
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Surface Resources Act of 1955.  Defined common varieties of sand, stone, gravel, and o ther 
materials and aut horized t he G overnment t o manage and di spose o f any l and and s urface 
resources that are not incident to mining on unpatented mining claims. 

 
Mining C laims R ights R estoration Act of  August 11,  1955.   Permits t he m ining, 
development, and utilization of mineral resources on al l public lands withdrawn or reserved for 
power development. 

 
Mining and Mineral Policy Act of 1970. This act declared that the federal government policy is 
to encourage private en terprise in the d evelopment of a sound and stable domestic mineral 
industry and i n or derly and ec onomic dev elopment o f mineral r esources, r esearch, and  
reclamation methods. 

 
California D esert C onservation Area P lan (CDCA). The C DCA P lan de fines multiple-use 
classes for BLM-managed lands within the CDCA, which includes land area encompassing the 
proposed Stateline site. With respect to geological resources, the CDCA Plan aims to maintain 
the availability of mineral resources on public lands for exploration and development. 

 
3.8.2.2 State 
State Surface Mining and Reclamation Act ( SMARA) of  1975.  The SMARA m andated t he 
initiation by the State Geologist of mineral land classification in order to help identify and protect 
mineral resources in areas within the State subject to urban expansion or other irreversible land 
uses w hich would pr eclude m ineral ex traction. SMARA al so a llowed t he S tate M ining and 
Geology Board ( SMGB), af ter receiving c lassification i nformation from the S tate G eologist, t o 
designate lands containing mineral deposits of regional or statewide significance. Mineral lands 
are m apped ac cording t o j urisdictional boundar ies ( i.e., c ounties), m apping al l m ineral 
commodities at one time in the area, using the California Mineral Land Classification System. 
(CDOC 2000)  

The objective of classification and designation processes is to ensure, through appropriate lead 
agency pol icies and pr ocedures, t hat mineral deposits o f s tatewide or  o f regional s ignificance 
are available when needed. The SMGB, based on recommendations from the State Geologist 
and public input, prioritizes areas to be classified and/or designated. Areas which are generally 
given highest priority are those areas within the State which are subject to urban expansion or 
other irreversible land uses which would preclude mineral extraction. (CDOC 2000)  

Classification is completed by the State Geologist in accordance with the SMGB’s priority list, 
into MRZs, as defined below. Classification of these areas is based on geologic and ec onomic 
factors without regard to existing land use and land ownership. The following MRZ categories 
are used by the State Geologist in classifying the State’s lands:  

• MRZ-1—Areas where adequate geologic information indicates that no significant mineral 
deposits are present, or where it is judged that l ittle l ikelihood exists for their presence. 
This z one i s app lied where w ell de veloped l ines of  reasoning, bas ed on ec onomic-
geologic pr inciples and adeq uate dat a, i ndicate t hat the l ikelihood for occurrence o f 
significant mineral deposits is nil or slight.  

• MRZ-2a—Areas underlain by mineral deposits where geologic data show that significant 
measured or  i ndicated r esources a re p resent. A reas c lassified M RZ-2a c ontain 
discovered m ineral de posits t hat a re ei ther m easured o r i ndicated r eserves as  
determined by such evidence as drilling records, sample analysis, surface exposure, and 
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mine information. Land included in the MRZ-2a category is of prime importance because 
it contains known economic mineral deposits.  

• MRZ-2b—Areas underlain by mineral deposits where geologic information indicates that 
significant inferred resources are present. Areas classified MRZ-2b contain discovered 
deposits that are either inferred reserves or deposits that are presently sub-economic as 
determined by limited sample analysis, exposure, and past mining history.  

• MRZ-3a—Areas c ontaining k nown m ineral depos its t hat m ay q ualify as  m ineral 
resources. Further exploration work within these areas could result in the reclassification 
of s pecific l ocalities i nto t he M RZ-2a or  MRZ-2b c ategories. M RZ-3a ar eas ar e 
considered to have a moderate potential for the discovery of economic mineral deposits.  

• MRZ-3b—Areas c ontaining i nferred mineral deposits t hat may q ualify as  m ineral 
resources. Land classified MRZ- 3b represents areas in geologic settings which appear 
to be favorable environments for the occurrence of specific mineral deposits. MRZ-3b is 
applied to land where geologic evidence leads to the conclusion that it is plausible that 
economic mineral deposits are present.  

• MRZ-4—Areas w here g eologic i nformation does  not  r ule out  ei ther t he pr esence or  
absence of mineral resources. It must be emphasized that MRZ-4 classification does not 
imply that there is little likelihood for the presence of mineral resources, but rather there 
is a lack of knowledge regarding mineral occurrence.  

If new  i nformation bec omes av ailable f or a MRZ, s uch as  t hrough s ampling o r m ining 
exploration, re-classification of that MRZ can occur. For example, a MRZ-4 classification could 
be re-classified to any of the other MRZ classifications. (CDOC 2000) 

 

3.8.2.3 Local 
California Surface Mining and Reclamation Act.  San Bernardino County is the lead agency 
for SMARA within the County, and issues permits and regulates salable mineral operations. 
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3.9 Noise 
This s ection des cribes t he ex isting a mbient noi se c onditions and  appl icable l aws and 
regulations for the area where the Proposed Action and its alternatives are located. 

Section 3.9.1 presents the environmental setting for the Stateline Solar Farm Project relevant to 
noise and v ibration, including general information about noise and v ibration fundamentals, and 
Section 3. 9.2 pr esents t he r egulatory s etting.  Section 4. 9 pr esents t he noi se and vibration 
impacts o f t he Proposed A ction and i ts al ternatives, i ncluding noi se and v ibration dur ing 
construction ac tivities, operation, and decommissioning of the facility, and l ists mitigation 
measures that would minimize impacts to the extent feasible. 

 

3.9.1 Environmental Setting  
General Information on Noise 
Noise is def ined as  un wanted s ound. N oise c an be des cribed i n t erms o f t hree v ariables: 
amplitude (loud or soft), frequency (pitch), and time pattern (variability), and i ts potential effects 
can be des cribed i n t erms o f a noi se g enerating s ource, a pr opagation path, and a r eceiver 
(FTA 2006).  The ambient sound level of a region is defined by the total noise generated within 
the s pecific env ironment and i s us ually c omposed of  s ound em anating f rom nat ural s ources 
(birds, l eaves, et c.) and f rom hu man ac tivities ( yard m aintenance, v ehicles, t alking, et c.). 
Ambient s ound l evels v ary with t ime o f day , w ind s peed and di rection, and l evel of  hum an 
activity.  In t his c ontext, t he a mbient noi se l evel c onstitutes the nor mal or  ex isting l evel of  
environmental noise at a given location. 

Excessive noise exposure has been shown to cause interference with human activities at home, 
work, or  recreation; community annoyance, hear ing loss, and a ffect people’s heal th and well-
being. E ven t hough hea ring l oss i s t he most c learly m easurable heal th hazard, noi se i s al so 
linked t o ot her ps ychological, s ociological, ph ysiological, and ec onomical e ffects, ei ther 
temporary or  pe rmanent ( EPA 1974) .  Potential hum an annoy ance and heal th e ffects 
associated with noise may vary depending on factors such as: (1) the difference between the 
new noise and t he existing ambient noise levels; (2) the presence of tonal noise, noticeable or 
discrete continuous sounds, such as  hums, hisses, s creeches, or drones; (3) low frequency 
noise (frequency range of 8 to 1,000 Hertz [Hz]); (4) intermittent or periodic sounds, such as a 
single v ehicle pas sing by, bac kup al arms, or  machinery t hat oper ates i n c ycles; and (5) 
impulsive sounds from impacts or explosions (Brüel and Kjaer 2000). In some cases, noise can 
also disrupt the normal behavior of wildlife. Although the severity of the effects varies depending 
on the species being studied and other conditions, research has found that wildlife can suffer 
adverse physiological and behavioral changes from intrusive sounds and other human 
disturbances (NPS 2012). 

To describe environmental noise and to assess impacts on areas sensitive to community noise, 
a f requency w eighting m easure that s imulates hum an per ception i s c ustomarily us ed. T he 
frequency weighting scale known as A-weighting best reflects the human ear’s reduced 
sensitivity to low frequencies and correlates well with human perceptions of the annoying 
aspects of noise.  The A-weighted decibel scale (dBA) is cited in most noise criteria. In general, 
a difference of more than 3 dBA is a perceptible change in environmental noise, while a 5 dB A 
difference typically causes a change in community reaction. An increase of 10 dBA is perceived 
by peopl e as  a doub ling o f l oudness, and al most c ertainly c auses an adv erse c ommunity 
response.  Noise containing discrete tones (tonal noise) is much more noticeable and more 
annoying at the same relative loudness level than other types of noise, because it stands out 
against background noise (BLM 2005). 
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People experience a wide range of sounds in the environment. Table 3.9-1 shows the relative 
A-weighted noi se l evels o f c ommon s ounds m easured i n t he env ironment a nd i ndustry for 
various sound levels. Excessive noise cannot only be undes irable but may also cause physical 
and/or ps ychological dam age. The am ount o f annoyance or  dam age c aused by  noi se i s 
dependent p rimarily upon t he am ount and  nat ure o f t he noi se, the am ount o f a mbient noi se 
present before the intruding noise, and the activity of the person working or living in the area. 
Environmental and community noise levels rarely are of sufficient intensity to cause irreversible 
hearing da mage, bu t di sruptive env ironmental noi se c an i nterfere w ith s peech and ot her 
communication and be a major source of annoyance by disturbing sleep, rest, and relaxation. 

 
Table 3.9-1. Typical Sound Levels Measured in the Environment and Industry 

Noise source at a given distance 

A-Weighted 
Sound Level 

(dBA) Noise Environments 
Qualitative 
Description 

Carrier deck jet operation 140 Carrier flight deck Painfully loud 
Civil defense siren (100 feet) 130 
Jet takeoff (200 feet) 120 Threshold of pain 
Loud rock music 110 Rock music concert 
Pile driver (50 feet) 100 Very loud / very 

annoying 
 

Annoying 

Ambulance siren (100 feet) 90 Boiler room 
Pneumatic drill (50 feet) 80 Noisy restaurant 

Freeway traffic ( 50 feet) 70 Intrusive / Moderately 
loud Air conditioning unit (20 feet) 60 Data processing center 

Light auto traffic (100 feet); rainfall 50 Private business office 
Bird calls 40 Average living room 

library 
Quiet 

 
Very Quiet Soft whisper (5 feet); rustling leaves 30 Quiet bedroom 

Broadcasting/Recording studio 20 
Normal breathing 10  Threshold of hearing 
Source: California Energy Commission 2008 

 
Decibels are logarithmic units that conveniently compare the wide range of sound intensities to 
which t he hum an ear  i s s ensitive. T herefore, t he c umulative noi se l evel f rom t wo or  m ore 
sources will combine logarithmically, rather than linearly (i.e., simple addition). For example, if 
two i dentical noi se s ources pr oduce a  noi se l evel of  50 dB A eac h, the combined noi se l evel 
would be 53 dBA, not 100 dBA. 

Sound i s g enerally pr opagated by  s pherical s preading ac cording t o the “ inverse square l aw”. 
For noi se, t he sound en ergy dec reases w ith t he s quare o f t he di stance. A s s uch, the sound 
pressure level would be reduced by 6 decibels (dB) per doubling of distance from a ground-level 
stationary or point source.  For a noise source which is relatively long, such as a constant 
stream o f hi ghway t raffic ( line s ource), the s ound pr essure s preads a t a r ate o f 3  dB  pe r 
doubling of distance. The drop-off rate also varies with both terrain conditions and the presence 
of obstructions in the sound propagation path. At very large distances, beyond several hundred 
feet, wind and temperature gradients influence sound propagation.  Changes in noise levels due 
to wind are generally short-term without persistent directional winds, where some hours may be 
a decibel or two louder than others within the margin of precision of such an assessment. 
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The predominant r ating scales f or noise i mpacts to human c ommunities in the S tate of 
California ar e t he e quivalent c ontinuous s ound l evel ( Leq) and Community N oise Equivalent 
Level (CNEL) based on dBA. Leq is the total sound energy of time-varying noise over a sample 
period. CNEL is the time-varying noise over a 24 -hour period, with a weighting factor of 5 dB A 
applied to the hourly Leq for noises occurring from 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m. (defined as relaxation 
hours) and with a weighting factor of 10 dBA from 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. (defined as sleeping 
hours). The noise adjustments are added to the ambient noise levels occurring during the more 
sensitive hours. Day-night average noise (Ldn) is similar to the CNEL but without the adjustment 
for nighttime noise events. CNEL and Ldn are normally exchangeable and within 1 dB of each 
other. O ther noi se-rating s cales used t o as sess an annoy ance f actor include t he m aximum 
instantaneous noi se l evel, o r L max, and per centile noi se exceedance l evels, or  LN . L max is t he 
highest exponential time-averaged sound level that occurs during a stated time period. It reflects 
peak operating conditions and addr esses the annoying aspects of intermittent noise. LN is the 
noise level that is exceeded “N” percent of the time during a specified time period. For example, 
the L10 noi se level represents the noise level exceeded 10 per cent of the time during a stated 
period. The L90 noi se level represents the noise level exceeded 90 per cent of the time and i s 
considered the lowest noise level experienced during a monitoring period. It is normally referred 
to as the background noise level. 

Community noi se l evels ar e c losely r elated t o the i ntensity o f hum an a ctivity and l and use. 
Noise levels are generally considered low when ambient levels are below 45 dBA, moderate in 
the 45 t o 60 dB A range, and hi gh above 60 dB A. In wilderness areas, the Ldn noise levels can 
be below 35 dB A. In small towns or wooded and lightly used residential areas, the Ldn is more 
likely to be around 50 or 60 dBA. Levels around 75 dBA are more common in busy urban areas 
(e.g., downtown Los Angeles), and levels up to 85 dBA occur near major freeways and airports. 
Although people often accept the higher levels associated with very noisy urban residential and 
residential-commercial zones, they nevertheless are considered to be adverse to public health. 

The s urrounding l and uses di ctate w hat noi se l evels would be c onsidered ac ceptable o r 
unacceptable. Low er l evels ar e e xpected i n r ural or  s uburban ar eas t han w hat would be 
expected f or c ommercial or  i ndustrial zones. N ighttime ambient l evels i n ur ban env ironments 
are about seven decibels lower than the corresponding daytime levels. In rural areas away from 
roads and other human activity, the day-to-night difference can be considerably less. Areas with 
full-time hu man oc cupation t hat ar e s ubject t o ni ghttime noi se a re o ften c onsidered 
objectionable because of the likelihood of disrupting sleep. Noise levels above 45 dBA at night 
can r esult i n the ons et o f s leep i nterference e ffects. A t 70 dB A, s leep i nterference e ffects 
become considerable (EPA 1974). 

 

Noise Sensitive Land Uses.  Some land uses are considered more sensitive to ambient noise 
levels t han ot hers due to t he t ypes o f ac tivities t ypically involved. R esidences, m otels and 
hotels, schools, libraries, churches, hospitals, nursing homes, auditoriums, natural areas, parks, 
and out door r ecreation areas a re generally m ore s ensitive t o noi se than ar e commercial and 
industrial l and us es. C onsequently, t he noi se s tandards for s ensitive l and us es ar e more 
stringent than those for less sensitive uses, such as commercial and industrial. 
Certain hum an ac tivities and s ensitive l and us es ( e.g., r esidences, s chools, and h ospitals) 
generally require lower noise levels. An exterior noise level of Ldn 55 to 60 dB is the upper limit 
for speech communication to occur inside a typical home. In addition, social surveys and c ase 
studies hav e s hown t hat c omplaints and c ommunity ann oyance i n r esidential ar eas be gin t o 
occur at Ldn 55 dB (SCAG 2003). 
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General Information on Vibration 
Vibration i s a pheno menon related to noise, where common sources include t rains, buses on 
rough r oads, and c onstruction ac tivities s uch as  bl asting, pi le-driving, and oper ating heav y 
earth-moving equipment (FTA 2006). Vibration is an oscillatory motion through a solid medium, 
in w hich t he m otion’s am plitude c an be des cribed i n t erms o f di splacement, v elocity, or  
acceleration. There are several different methods that are used to quantify vibration. The peak 
particle velocity (PPV) i s defined as  the maximum instantaneous peak of t he v ibration s ignal. 
The PPV is most frequently used to describe vibration impacts to buildings. The root mean 
square (RMS) amplitude is most frequently used to describe the affect of vibration on the human 
body. T he R MS am plitude i s de fined as  the av erage o f the s quared a mplitude o f the s ignal. 
Decibel not ation ( VdB) is c ommonly us ed t o measure R MS. T he de cibel not ation ac ts t o 
compress the range of numbers required to describe vibration. Table 3.9-2 s hows human 
reactions to typical vibration levels. 

 
Table 3.9-2. Human Reaction to Typical Vibration Levels 

Vibration Level Peak Particle Velocity 
(inches/second) Human reaction 

0.0059 – 0.0188 Threshold of perception, possibility of intrusion 

0.0787 Vibrations readily perceptible 

0.0984 Continuous vibration begins to annoy people 

0.1968 Vibrations annoying to people in buildings 
0.3937 – 0.5905 Vibrations considered unpleasant when continuously subjected  

Source: City of Fontana 2003 
 
San B ernardino C ounty’s D evelopment C ode, G eneral P erformance S tandards, s pecifies a 
vibration s tandard o f 0.2 i nches per  s econd for dev elopment pr ojects.  The General 
Performance Standards have an exemption from this standard for temporary construction, 
maintenance, r epair, or  demolition ac tivities oc curring bet ween 7: 00 am  and 7: 00 pm  ex cept 
Sundays and federal holidays.  

 
Vibration S ensitive Land U ses.  Several l and us es ar e s ensitive t o v ibrations, and i nclude 
hospitals, l ibraries, r esidential ar eas, s chools, a nd c hurches; i n par ticular, v ibration-sensitive 
uses i nclude r esearch and m anufacturing w here v ibration-sensitive eq uipment i s us ed ( e.g., 
electron microscopes and high resolution l ithographic equipment), concert hal ls, TV recording 
studios, theaters, as well as cultural and historic resources. 

The groundborne ener gy o f v ibration has  the pot ential t o c ause s tructural da mage an d 
annoyance; it can be felt outdoors, but the pe rceived intensity of vibration e ffects are much 
greater indoors due to the shaking of structures. For residential uses, the background vibration 
velocity level is usually 50 VdB or lower, which is well below the 65 VdB threshold of perception 
for humans ( FTA 2006) . A lthough the pe rceptibility t hreshold i s 65  V dB, hum an r esponse to 
vibration is not usually significant unless the vibration exceeds 70 VdB (FTA 2006). Rapid transit 
or light rail systems typically generate vibration levels of 70 VdB or more near their tracks; 
however, buses and trucks rarely create vibration that exceeds 70 VdB unless there are bumps 
in the road (FTA 2006). If there is unusually rough road or track, wheel flats, geologic conditions 
that promote e fficient propagation o f v ibration, or  vehicles with very s tiff suspension systems, 
the vibration levels from any source can be 10 dec ibels higher than typical (FTA 2006). Ground 
vibrations from construction activities do not  often reach the levels that can damage structures, 
but they can achieve the audible and feelable ranges in buildings very close to the source of the 
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vibration. T ypically, g roundborne v ibration g enerated by  hea vy eq uipment or  t raffic on r ough 
roads attenuates rapidly with distance from the source of the vibration so that potential impact 
areas are usually confined within short distances (i.e., 200 feet or less) from the source (FTA 
2006). 

 

3.9.1.1 Regional Setting  
The Project study area is located in the Ivanpah Valley, along the western flank of the Ivanpah 
Dry Lake in the Mojave Desert in eastern San Bernardino County, California. The project area is 
located appr oximately 2 miles south o f the C alifornia-Nevada bor der a nd 0. 5 miles west o f 
Interstate 1 5 (I-15) in eas tern S an B ernardino County, C alifornia.  R egional ac cess t o t he 
Project study area is provided via I-15. 

 

3.9.1.2 Project Setting 
The project study area is comprised of largely vacant, undeveloped, and relatively flat land.  The 
project study area covers approximately 5,850 acres of Federal land managed by the BLM. The 
Primm Valley Golf Club is adjacent to the southeast corner of the project study area. The Golf 
Club is accessed via the Yates Well Road exit from I-15, which is also the southern access for 
the project study area. 

 
Sensitive Receptors. There are no schools or churches in or near the project study area. The 
closest residence is located at the northeast corner of the intersection of I-15 and Yates Well 
Road, approximately 2 miles east of the project study area and appr oximately 250 f eet from a 
potential pr oject c onstruction haul  r oute.  The hot els i n P rimm, Nevada, ar e l ocated 
approximately 1.5 miles to the northeast.  The Primm Valley Golf Club is located adjacent to the 
southeast o f the pr oject s tudy ar ea al ong I -15. T he P rimm V alley G olf C lub golf c ourse i s 
considered a less noise-sensitive land use than the residence and hotels.  

 
Existing Ambient Noise Conditions. The project study area is located in a rural environment, 
with l imited surrounding development.  The pr imary ex isting noise source in t he project s tudy 
area is t raffic along I -15. N oise from motor v ehicles i s g enerated by  eng ine v ibrations, t he 
interaction between the tires and t he road, and t he vehicle exhaust systems.  The noise levels 
associated with roadways vary with total traffic volume, vehicular speed, the relative numbers of 
trucks and cars in the traffic volumes, the roadway cross-section and geometric design, and the 
local topography. Typically, the greater the vehicle speed and truck percentage, the greater the 
level of noise emission from the transportation facility (San Bernardino General Plan 2007). 

Airports in the project area also incrementally contribute to existing ambient noise. Aircraft noise 
generates oc casional, b ut i ntrusive noi se l evels for the oc cupants o f pr operty adjacent to 
airports and/or under the flight patterns of aircraft using airports (San Bernardino General Plan 
2007). The nearest airport to the project area is Jean Airport, located about 15 miles north in 
Jean, Nevada.  McCarran I nternational A irport i s l ocated approximately 40 miles northeast o f 
the s ite in Las  Vegas, Nevada. The c losest ai rport in San Bernardino County i s t he Barstow-
Daggett Airport, approximately 100 miles south of the project area. A new commercial airport, 
the Southern N evada S upplemental A irport, ha s been pr oposed bet ween J ean and P rimm, 
Nevada, and would be approximately 5 miles north of the project study area. 
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Ambient Noise Monitoring.  A 24-hour ambient noise survey was conducted on November 20 
to 21,  2008,  at  the P rimm V alley G olf C ourse, i n or der t o as sess the ex isting am bient noi se 
levels (Table 3.9-3).  The noise survey was conducted as part of the EIR/EIS prepared for the 
Ivanpah SEGS, a 370 MW solar thermal power facility.  The Ivanpah SEGS project is currently 
being constructed immediately south and west of the project study area.   

The noise survey was conducted using a continuous unattended long-term monitoring station. 
Weather conditions dur ing the survey, as measured in Henderson, Nevada, consisted of clear 
skies, wind speeds  between 4 and 10 m iles per hour, temperatures between 45 and 72°F, and 
relative hum idity bet ween 15 and 37 per cent.  A Lar son Davis 820 T ype 1 ( precision) sound 
level meter was used. The meter was factory calibrated within the previous 12 months and was 
field calibrated prior to and after each measurement series with a Lar son Davis CAL200 f ield 
calibrator. A microphone was attached to tripods at a height of approximately 5 feet.  A Shroud 
and windscreen were used to protect the microphone from moisture and wind. 

 
Table 3.9-3. Noise Survey Results 

Noise 
Monitoring 
Location Description 

Primary 
Noise 

Source 
Monitoring 

Period Ldn 
Leq 

(24 hour) 

Max 
Hourly 
(Leq) 

Min 
Hourly 
(Leq) 

Primm Valley 
Golf Club Rural 

I-15, golf 
course 

activities 
24 hours 62 55 58 45 

Source: BLM 2010, Ivanpah Solar Electric Generating System EIS, November 2010 

 

Since t he noi se s urvey was c onducted, c onstruction o f the I vanpah SEGS has  c ommenced.  
Construction of the Ivanpah SEGS project began in October 2010 and it is anticipated that 
construction w ill c ontinue t hrough 2013.   C onstruction of  t he Ivanpah SEGS pr oject i nvolves 
operation of construction equipment on the project site and vehicle trips on I-15 associated with 
construction workers commuting to the site and the delivery of equipment and m aterials.  A s a 
result of the current Ivanpah SEGS construction activities, the existing ambient noise levels in 
the project study area are ant icipated to be incrementally higher than the noise survey results 
presented in Table 3.9-3.        

 

3.9.2 Applicable Regulations, Plan, and Standards 
Ambient noi se s tandards ar e m aintained at  the Federal, s tate, and l ocal l evels. I n 1974,  t he 
EPA published “Information on Levels of Environmental Noise Requisite to Protect Public Health 
and Welfare w ith an A dequate M argin of  S afety” ( USEPA 5 50/9-74-004). T his document 
provides i nformation for s tate and l ocal a gencies t o us e i n dev eloping their am bient noi se 
standards to assist state and local government entities in development of state and local 
ordinances, regulations, and standards for noise (Department of State 2007). 

  

3.9.2.1 Federal  
Noise and l and use guidelines have been pr oduced by a num ber of federal agencies including 
the Feder al H ighway Administration, t he E PA, t he D epartment o f H ousing and U rban 
Development, and the American N ational S tandards Institute. These guidelines ar e al l based 
upon statistical noise criteria such as Leq, Ldn or CNEL.  

The EPA “Information on Levels of Environmental Noise Requisite to Protect Public Health and 
Welfare with an Adequate Margin of Safety” identified outdoor and indoor noise levels to protect 
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public heal th and as sets ( Table 3. 9-4). A  L eq (24) of 70 dB  w as i dentified a s t he l evel of  
environmental noise that would prevent any measurable hearing loss over a l ifetime. An Ldn of 
55 dBA out doors and 45 dB A indoors were i dentified as  noi se t hresholds that would pr event 
activity interference or annoyance (Department of State 2007).  

 
Table 3.9-4. EPA Noise Control Guidelines 

Use Measure 

Indoor 
activity 

interference 
(dBA) 

Hearing loss 
consideration 

(dBA) (b) 

To protect 
against both 

effects (c) 
(dBA) 

Outdoor 
activity 

interference 
(dBA) 

Hearing Loss 
consideration 

(dBA) (b) 

To protect 
against 

both 
effects (c) 

(dBA) 

Residential with 
Outside Space  

Ldn 
Leq(24) 

45 70 45 55 70 55 

Residential with 
No Outside Space 

Ldn 
Leq(24) 

45 70 45    

Commercial Leq(24) (a) 70 70(d) (a) 70 70(d) 

Inside 
Transportation Leq(24) (a) 70 (a)    

Industrial Leq(24) (a) 70 70(d) (a) 70 70(d) 

Hospitals 
Ldn 

Leq(24) 
45 70 45 55 70 55 

Educational 
Ldn 

Leq(24) 
45 70 45 55 70 55 

Recreational Area Leq(24) (a) 70 70(d) (a) 70 70(d) 
Farm Land and 
General 
Unpopulated Land 

Leq(24)    (a) 70 70(d) 

Source: City of Rialto 1992 
Notes: 
(a) Since different types of activities appear to be associated with different levels, identification of a maximum level 

for activity interference may be difficult except in those circumstances where speech communication is a critical 
activity. 

(b) Level of hearing loss is defined as the exposure period which results in hearing loss at the identified level is a 
period of 40 years. 

(c) Based on lowest level  
(d) Based on hearing loss 

A Leq of 75 dBA during 8 hours may be identified in these situations so long as the exposure over the remaining 
16 hours per day is low enough to result in a negligible contribution to the 24-hour average.  

 
The onl y guidance av ailable f or evaluation o f vibration i s publ ished by  t he Feder al Transit 
Administration (FTA) for assessing the impacts of groundborne vibration associated with 
construction of rail projects. These guidelines have been applied by other jurisdictions to assess 
groundborne v ibration o f ot her t ypes o f p rojects. The F TA-recommended v ibration s tandards 
are expressed in terms of the “vibration level,” which is calculated from the peak particle velocity 
measured from groundborne v ibration. The FTA measure o f the threshold o f perception i s 65 
VdB,1 which correlates to a peak particle velocity of about 0.002 inches per second (in/sec). The 
FTA measure of the threshold of architectural damage for conventional sensitive structures is 
100 VdB, which correlates to a peak particle velocity of about 0.2 in/sec.  

 

                                                
1 VdB is a common measure of vibration energy. 



DESERT STATELINE SOLAR FARM PROJECT 
3.9 NOISE 

 

NOVEMBER 2012 3.9-8 DRAFT EIS/EIR 
 
 

3.9.2.2 State  
California G overnment Code s ection 65302( f) encourages eac h l ocal governmental ent ity t o 
perform noise studies and implement a noise element as part of its General Plan. In addition, 
the California Office of Planning and Research has published guidelines for pr eparing noise 
elements, which include recommendations for evaluating the compatibility of various land uses 
as a function of community noise exposure.  

The California Department of Health Services has established the Office of Noise Control, which 
has prepared studies associated with noise levels and their effects on various land uses. Based 
upon these studies, the State has established interior and exterior noise standards by land use 
category and standards for the compatibility of various land uses and noise levels (Table 3.9-5). 
In addition, noise limits for highway vehicles are regulated under the California Vehicle Code, 
§§23130 and 23130. 5. The l imits are enforceable on t he highways by the California H ighway 
Patrol and the County Sheriff’s Office. 

 

Table 3.9-5. Noise/Land Use Compatibility Matrix for Community Noise Environments 

Land Use Category 
Community Noise Exposure Level (CNEL, dBA) 

50 55 60 65 70 75 80 

Residential – Low density single-
family, duplex, and mobile homes 

      
     
       
       

Residential – Multi-family 

     
      
      
       

Transient Lodging – Hotels, 
motels 

     
      
      
       

Schools, Libraries, Churches, 
Hospitals, Nursing homes 

    
  

 

   
   

Auditoriums, Concert halls, 
Amphitheaters 

        

    
    

Sport arenas, Outdoor spectator 
sports, amusement parks 

        

     
   

Playgrounds, neighborhood 
parks 

    
   

 
  

     

Golf courses, riding stables, 
Cemeteries 

   
    

 
 

   

Office and Professional 
Buildings, Retail Commercial, 
Banks, Restaurants 

   
 

   
   

    
  

Industrial, Manufacturing, 
Utilities, Service Stations, 
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Table 3.9-5. Noise/Land Use Compatibility Matrix for Community Noise Environments 
Land Use Category Community Noise Exposure Level (CNEL, dBA) 

Warehousing, Agriculture    
Source: State of California Office of Noise Control, Department of Health Services 1976 
 

 Normally acceptable: Specified land use is satisfactory based upon the assumption that any buildings 
involved are of normal conventional construction without any special noise insulation requirements. 

 Conditionally acceptable: New construction or development should be undertaken only after a detailed 
analysis of the noise requirements is made and needed noise insulation features included in the design. 
Conventional construction, but with closed windows and fresh air systems or air conditioning, normally suffices. 

 Normally unacceptable: New construction or development should generally be discouraged. If it does 
proceed, a detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements must be made and needed noise insulation 
features included in the design. 

 Clearly unacceptable: New construction or development should generally not be undertaken. 
 
3.9.2.3 San Bernardino County  
The Noise Element of the County of San Bernardino General Plan (2007) states that noise 
levels s hall not  ex ceed per formance s tandards l isted i n C hapter 83.01 o f t he C ounty 
Development Code at  the boundar y o f a reas planned or  zoned for residential or  o ther noi se-
sensitive land uses. Performance standards are also identified in Chapter 83.01 of the County 
Development Code (Table 3.9-6).  

 

Table 3.9-6. Noise Standards for Stationary Noise Sources, San Bernardino County 

Affected Land Uses  
(Receiving Noise) 

7 am – 10 pm 
Leq (dBA) 

10 pm – 7 am 
Leq (dBA) 

Residential  55  45  
Professional Services  55  55  
Other Commercial  60  60  
Industrial  70  70  
Source: County of San Bernardino 2007b 
  

The above limits are adjusted as follows for short-term noise events: 

• The noise standard plus 5 dBA for a cumulative period of more than 15 minutes in any 
hour. 

• The noise standard plus 10 dBA for a cumulative period of more than 5 minutes in any 
hour. 

• The noise s tandard plus 15 dB A f or a c umulative per iod of  more than 1 m inute in any 
hour. 

• The noise standard plus 20 dBA for any period of time. 

If the noise consists entirely of impact noise or simple tone noise, the allowable level shall be 
reduced by 5 dBA. 

Temporary construction, maintenance, repair, or demolition activities conducted between the 
hours of 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m., except Sundays and federal holidays, are exempt from the 
above limits (COSB 2007a, § 83.01.080[g][3]).  

Vibration is limited to that which cannot be felt without the aid of instruments at or beyond the lot 
line, and that which does not produce a particle velocity greater than or equal to 0.2 in/sec at the 
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lot line (COSB 2007a, § 83.01.090[a]). Construction vibration is exempt from this limit between 
the hour s o f 7 :00 a .m. and 7: 00 p. m. except Sundays and f ederal hol idays ( COSB 2007a,  §  
83.01.090[c][2]).  

Note that, since the project will be built on Federally owned land, these San Bernardino County 
laws and regulations do not apply. They are listed here solely as guidelines. 
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3.10 Paleontology 
Paleontological resources are the fossilized remains of deceased and most commonly of extinct 
organisms.  S uch r esources pr ovide di rect ev idence of  anc ient l ife.  Because such f ossils 
cannot be replaced on ce t hey ar e damaged or destroyed, pal eontological r esources ar e 
considered non -renewable r esources.  In ac cordance w ith existing B LM pol icy and for t he 
purposes o f this anal ysis, pal eontological r esources ar e de fined as  “any f ossilized r emains, 
traces, or imprints of organisms, preserved in or on the earth’s crust, that are of paleontological 
interest and that provide information about the history of life on earth” (16 U.S.C. 470aaa(4)). 

Ground disturbing activities have the potential to cause direct, indirect, and cumulative adverse 
impacts on paleontological resources.  Direct impacts may include breakage and fragmentation 
on f ossils i n bot h unc onsolidated s edimentary depos its and under lying r ock uni ts.  I ndirect 
impacts may result from exposure of, or increased access to, paleontological resources 
resulting i n i ncreased v isitation, l ooting, a nd/or v andalism.  C umulative i mpacts to 
paleontological r esources r esult when t here i s a  l ong-term loss t o science and s ociety of t he 
scientific information that may have been provided by that resource had it not been disturbed. 

 

3.10.1 Environmental Setting 
BLM has  r eviewed t he Paleontologic Resources assessment i n Section 2. 2.6 o f the S tateline 
Solar Farm Plan of Development (POD; First Solar 2011) and the results of the paleontological 
literature and records search for the project site reported in Appendix I (Scott 2009) of the POD.  
BLM reviewed the online records database maintained by the University of California, Museum 
of P aleontology, and v erified t hat no r ecords w ere av ailable f or t he P roposed P roject ar ea 
(University of  C alifornia M useum of  P aleontology 2012).  A ll r esearch w as c onducted i n 
accordance with accepted assessment protocol (Society of Vertebrate Paleontologists 1995) 
and BLM protocols required in BLM IM 2008-009 and IM 2009-011 (BLM 2007; BLM 2008) to 
determine whether any known paleontological resources exist in the general area. 
 
The paleontological resources literature and records review for the solar farm project area was 
conducted by  the San Bernardino County Museum’s (SBCM) Division o f Geological Sciences 
(Scott 2009).  Previous geologic mapping by  C.W. Jennings in 1961 for t he Geologic Map of  
California, Kingman Sheet describes the project area as Holocene al luvium probably overlying 
subsurface Quaternary lake s ediments.  Lacustrine s ediments o f s imilar a ge i n t he pr oject 
vicinity have previously yielded fossil resources.  For example, large mammal bone fragments 
were recovered f rom Quaternary lacustrine sediments near the northern end of Ivanpah Lake.  
SBCM concluded t hat t he possible pr esence o f Q uaternary l acustrine sediments beneat h the 
Stateline Solar Farm Project site i ndicates there m ay be a high potential for paleontological 
resources, however this could not be confirmed without further evaluation (Scott 2009). 
 
The SBCM’s Regional Paleontological Locality Inventory (RPLI) records one previously known 
paleontological resource (SBCM 1.2.4, remains of an i ndeterminate rodent [Rodentia]) located 
in t he s outheastern portion of  the s olar farm s tudy ar ea.  Additional r esources ( SBCM 1. 2.1, 
1.2.2, and 1 .2.3) were located w ithin one m ile o f the s outheastern e nd o f the s tudy ar ea.  
Paleontological resources at these locations included fossil remains of tortoise (Gopherus sp.), 
kangaroo r at ( Dipodomys sp.), w ood r at ( Neotoma sp.), o ther s mall v ertebrates, a par tial 
hackberry seed (Celtis sp.), and clasts of tufa from the high stand of Ivanpah Lake.  The SBCM 
review noted that previous studies recorded assemblages of fossil hackberry seeds in nearby 
cave depos its c ontaining P leistocene v ertebrate faunas.  The S BCM also not ed that t ufa i s 
common at the top of sedimentary sections at several Pleistocene lakes (including Valley Wells, 
Piute V alley, and C adiz) i n S an B ernardino C ounty.  N one o f t he pal eontological r esource 
locations near Ivanpah Lake have yielded fossil remains diagnostic of a specific temporal age,
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though a P leistocene ag e for t hese faunas i s suggested (Scott 2009 ).  The Museum di d not  
recommend a paleontological survey of the project site.  Paleontological m onitoring o f 
excavations g reater t han 5 f eet i n depths i s r ecommended.  The B LM c oncurs with t his 
recommendation. 
 
As discussed in Section 3.14 (Soil Resources), Geosphere Consultants conducted a 
geotechnical s tudy of  t he pr oposed solar f arm site in June 2008 .  During t he geological f ield 
survey, 2 of the 13 shallow exploratory borings were classified all or partially composed of “Ql” 
consisting of Quaternary Lakebed Deposits.  These locations would have the greatest potential 
for paleontological resources.  Geosphere Consultants recommended a more detailed survey to 
confirm or provide additional information on a number of geotechnical concerns.  This expanded 
survey could include additional subsurface borings and potentially gather additional information 
to resolve the potential for paleontological resources beneath the Stateline Solar Farm Project 
site. 
 
No r ecords w ere i dentified i n t he i mmediate v icinity of  t he p roject ar ea in t he University o f 
California Museum of Paleontology database (University of California Museum of Paleontology 
2012). 
 
The extent and distribution of possible lacustrine sediments relative to the proposed solar farm 
site is unknown and di fficult to determine without subsurface exploration. The nearest mapped 
surface ex posure o f l acustrine s ediments are late-Pleistocene t o H olocene i n ag e and ar e 
located adjacent to the east side of the project site at an el evation of approximately 2,624 feet 
above m ean s ea l evel (USGS 2006) .  The lowest el evation on t he s olar farm s ite i s 
approximately 2,788 feet abov e m ean s ea l evel which is 164 feet abov e t hese m apped 
lacustrine s ediments.  T he N evada B ureau o f M ines and G eology ( NBMG; 1979) has  
determined that precipitation rates were not high enough to overcome rapid evaporation rates 
that persisted in the Southern Nevada group of pluvial lakes, of which Ivanpah Lake is a part, 
during the Wisconsinan pl uvial period ( late P leistocene beg inning 72, 000 y ears ag o).  
Establishment o f per ennial l akes o f s ubstantial dept hs for c onsequential per iods of  time w as 
unlikely under these environmental conditions. The lack of ancient shoreline features in Ivanpah 
Valley s upports t his c onclusion ( NBMG 1979) . Therefore, t he pr obability of  i mpacting 
paleontological resources in Quaternary lakebed sediments i s considered to be l ow s ince the 
lakebed deposits are present at approximate depths of 50 feet below the lowest existing ground 
surface at the site. 

The P re-Cambrian m etamorphic r ocks i n t he bedrock ou tcrops s outhwest of  t he s olar farm 
project site are considered to have negligible paleontological sensitivity.  

The BLM’s Potential Fossil Yield Classification (PFYC) system is used to classify the “relative 
abundance of vertebrate fossils or scientifically significant invertebrate or plant fossils and their 
sensitivity t o adv erse i mpacts” i n m appable g eologic uni tsgroups of  r ock w ith di stinct 
identifying features.  The PFYC system provides a baseline from which to predict, assess, and 
mitigate paleontological resources.  There are five classes in the PFYC system: Class 1 (very 
low), C lass 2 ( low), C lass 3 ( moderate or unknown), C lass 4 ( high), and C lass 5 ( very h igh).  
The classes are based on the probability that a unit contains paleontological resources and the 
significance of the resources (BLM 2007).   
 
The letters “a” and “b” are applied to Classes 3 to 5 to indicate the potential for adverse impacts 
to fossils due to ground-disturbing activities as follows: Class 3a (moderate potential), Class 3b 
(unknown pot ential), C lass 4a ( high pot ential), C lass 4b ( high pot ential w ith m oderating 
circumstances), C lass 5a ( very h igh pot ential), C lass 5b ( very hi gh pot ential with m oderating 
circumstances).  The term “moderating circumstances” in Class 4b and 5b indicates that though 
there is a high potential for paleontological resources, the potential for adverse impact is 
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reduced because of the presence of specific conditions such as a bedrock unit with a protective 
layer of  soil, thin cover of alluvial material, topographic conditions, or other condition providing 
some protection to the potential resources (BLM 2007). 

Paleo S olutions c onducted a r eview of  t he available g eologic m aps and determined a P FYC 
Classification for each of the geologic units present within the Stateline Solar Farm project area.  
The results of the mapping and classification are included in Figure 3.10-1 and Table 3.10-1. 

 
Table 3.10-1. PFYC Classification for the Stateline Solar Farm Project Site 

PFYC Classification Fossil Potential Geological Unit 

1 Very Low Early Precambrian metamorphic 

2 Low Pennsylvanian Marine (CP) 

2 Low Paleozoic marine limestone (IP) 

3a Moderate Pleistocene nonmarine (Qc) 

3a Moderate Quaternary lake deposits 

3b Unknown Quaternary alluvium (Qal) 

 

The Early Precambrian metamorphic geologic units were determined to be unlikely to contain 
fossil remains.  Vertebrate or significant invertebrate or plant fossils are either not present or are 
very rare in the Pennsylvanian Marine and Paleozoic marine limestone and therefore concern 
for paleontological resources is low in these units.  Pleistocene nonmarine and Quaternary lake 
deposits ar e known t o c ontain v ertebrate fossils or  s cientifically s ignificant nonv ertebrate or  
plant fossils.  Occurrences of these significant fossils are generally widely scattered.  Common 
invertebrate or plant fossils are also present and hobby collecting opportunities may exist in this 
area.  There i s a l ow pot ential for the p roject to be s ited on o r t o i mpact a  s ignificant f ossil 
locality but a higher potential for the project to be sited on or impact common fossils.  Ultimately, 
the potential fossil y ield o f these units within t he project area cannot b e determined without 
ground r econnaissance, t herefore t hese uni ts ar e rated w ith a m oderate pot ential f or fossils.  
Quaternary alluvium units exhibit the geologic characteristics and preservational conditions that 
suggest t he po tential for t he pr esence o f s ignificant fossils; however, l ittle i nformation i s 
available for paleontological resources in these units in this area.  Ground reconnaissance and 
assessment is necessary before ground-disturbing activities are conducted in these geological 
units because of the unknown potential to contain paleontological resources.   

Based on t he above di scussion, S ociety o f V ertebrate P aleontology ( SVP) c riteria, the P aleo 
Solutions P FYC c lassification, and t he c onfidential pal eontological r eport appended  t o t he 
Stateline Solar Farm Plan of Development, the probability that paleontological resources would 
be encountered during grading and excavation in the majority of the project area is considered 
to be unknown.  

 
3.10.2 Applicable Regulations, Plan, and Standards 
3.10.2.1 Federal 
The management and preservation of paleontological resources on public lands are governed 
under v arious l aws, r egulations, and s tandards. For  t he pas t s everal dec ades, t he B LM has  
used t he FLP MA (1976) as t he l egislative f oundation for i ts pa leontological resource 
management policies. The BLM has also developed general procedural guidelines (Manual H-
8720-1; Instructional Memorandum [IM] 2008-009; I M 2009 -011) for the management of 
paleontological resources (BLM 2007; 2008). Paleontological resource management objectives 
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include the evaluation, management, protection and location of fossils on BLM managed lands.  
Management policy also includes measures to ensure that proposed land-use projects do not 
inadvertently damage or destroy scientifically significant paleontological resources. 
The i mplementation o f paleontological m itigation m easures designed i n c ompliance w ith t he 
following Federal and  s tate l aws and t he B LM g uidelines c ited abov e w ould r educe adv erse 
impacts on s cientifically s ignificant pal eontological r esources by  pr eventing t he des truction o f 
significant fossils during project-related ground disturbance. 

 
Paleontological Resources Preservation Act (PRPA) of 2009, Public Law 111-11, Title VI, 
Subtitle D 
 
The P RPA pr ovides pr otection for v ertebrate paleontological r esources on f ederal l ands by  
limiting t he c ollection o f vertebrate fossils and s cientifically important fossils t o per mitted and 
qualified researchers.  

 

Antiquities Act of 1906, 16 United States Code (U.S.C.) 431 et seq. 
 
The Antiquities Act was the first law enacted to specifically establish that archaeological sites on 
public l ands ar e i mportant publ ic r esources, a nd i t obl igated f ederal ag encies t hat m anage 
public l ands t o p reserve t he scientific, c ommemorative, and c ultural values of  such s ites 
National Park Service ( NPS 2007). T his Act does  not r efer t o paleontological r esources 
specifically; ho wever, t he pr otection o f “objects o f ant iquity” (understood to i nclude 
paleontological resources) by various federal agencies, including the BLM and the National Park 
Service (NPS), is included in the Act.  

 

Archeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA) 1979, 16 U.S.C. 470aa-470mm 
 
ARPA r equires p rotection o f non-fossilized and f ossilized paleontological specimens, or  any  
portion or piece thereof, if found in an archeological context. 

 

Federal Land Management and Policy Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1712[c], 1732[b]); sec. 2, 
Federal Land Management and Policy Act of 1962 [30 U.S.C. 611]; Subpart 3631.0 et seq.), 
Federal Register Vol. 47, No. 159, 1982.  
FLPMA d efines significant fossils as : uni que, r are or  p articularly well-preserved; an unus ual 
assemblage of common fossils; being of high scientific interest; or providing important new data 
concerning [ 1] evolutionary trends, [ 2] development of biological communities, [3] interaction 
between or among organisms, [4] unusual or spectacular circumstances in the history of life, [5] 
or anatomical structure. 
 
3.10.2.2 State and Local 
The procedures, types of activities, persons, and public agencies required to comply with CEQA 
are defined in: Guidelines for the Implementation of CEQA, as amended March 29, 1999 (Title 
14, Chapter 3, California Code of Regulations: 15000 et seq.). One of the questions listed in the 
CEQA Environmental Checklist (Section 15023, Appendix G, Section XIV, Part A) is: “Will the 
proposed project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature?”  
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The State of California Public Resources Code (Chapter 1.7), Section 5097.5 and 30244, 
includes addi tional S tate l evel r equirements for t he as sessment and m anagement of 
paleontological resources. These statutes require reasonable mitigation of adverse impacts to 
paleontological r esources r esulting from dev elopment on S tate l ands, define t he r emoval o f 
paleontological “ sites” or  “ features” from S tate l ands as  a m isdemeanor, and pr ohibit t he 
removal of  any  pal eontological “ site” o r “ feature” from S tate l and w ithout per mission o f t he 
applicable j urisdictional ag ency. These pr otections appl y onl y t o S tate o f C alifornia l and, a nd 
therefore do not apply to the Proposed Action. 

No other State or local laws and regulations are applicable to the Proposed Action. 
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3.11 Public Health and Safety 
The following discussion addresses the existing environmental conditions, and appl icable laws 
and regulations for the proposed Stateline Solar Farm Project (Proposed Action or Project) as 
they r elate t o po tential impacts t o the publ ic and workers.  The anal yses pr ovided i n Section 
4.11 i ncludes ev aluation of  i mpacts from s eismic haz ards, haz ardous m aterials and w aste 
management, em ergency r esponse, intentionally des tructive ac ts, and  w orker s afety at t he 
proposed project site.  

 

3.11.1 Environmental Setting 
3.11.1.1 Seismic and Geologic Setting 
Geologic hazards are normally associated with seismicity (ground shaking), slope instability, 
subsidence, and expansive soils. Hazards related to ground shaking at the site include ground 
rupture, slope instability, liquefaction, and seismic compaction.  

The M ojave D esert P rovince of  s outhern C alifornia, i n w hich t he s olar farm pr oject s ite i s 
located i n a s eismically ac tive ar ea o f r egional s trike-slip faulting and extensional tectonics.  
BLM reviewed t he A lquist-Priolo S pecial S tudies Zone map da tabase (California Geological 
Survey 2010b)  and t he Fault Activity Map of California (California G eological S urvey 2010c ). 
The project site does not lie within an earthquake fault zone as defined by the Alquist-Priolo Act 
of 1972 (California Geological Survey 2010b) and no active faults are shown on published maps 
as crossing the project site boundary. 

A review of published geologic maps indicates three faults are adjacent to the project site.  To  
the east of the project site is the Quaternary Stateline fault that trends northwest-southeast 
roughly parallel to the California-Nevada state line.  This fault is mapped as concealed beneath 
the alluvial deposits in the valley (California Geological Survey 2010c).  The Stateline Fault is 
the southern segment of the Pahrump Valley Fault Zone, which has been interpreted to be a 
right-lateral strike-slip structure with some vertical movement (USGS 2006).  This fault has had 
movement i n t he ear ly t o m iddle P leistocene ( 700,000 to 1 ,600,000 y ears) ( California 
Geological Survey 2010c).  The fault borders the east side of Ivanpah Valley, and c rosses the 
valley north of the solar farm project site.  Several small older faults are located within the range 
of mountains north of the project area and the Ivanpah Fault is located several miles to the west 
(California Geological Survey 2010a).  No known recent surface rupture has been associated 
with any  of  these faults, how ever bec ause s everal of  these faults are pot entially active, 
moderate ground shaking could occur at the solar farm project site as a result of earthquakes on 
any of these faults or as a result of regional earthquake activity. 

The closest active faults to the project site are the Death Valley and Garlock Faults in California 
located approximately 50 miles to the west (Geosphere Consultants 2008).  Movement on the 
north-northwest-striking Death Valley Fault is normal, and i s related to extensional tectonics in 
the Great Basin, coupled with right-lateral s trike-slip, r elated to San A ndreas-style transform 
faulting. The Garlock Fault i s a m ajor eas t-west-striking, l eft-lateral s trike-slip f ault, al so 
associated with regional transform faulting to the west (California Geological Survey 2010c). 

The proposed Project does not lie within a des ignated earthquake fault zone as defined by the 
Alquist-Priolo Act of 1972 and no faults have been mapped within the project area (California 
Geological Survey 2010b). The site is located in Seismic Risk Zone 4.  The potential for ground 
rupture at the site remains low; there are no active faults on the solar farm project site and both 
the Stateline and the Ivanpah faults are distant from the site.  Ground acceleration from rupture 
of t he S tateline f ault s ystem c ould be f airly hi gh; however, t he C alifornia B uilding C ode 
establishes a high standard that must be followed for seismic design in the State of California. 
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The Applicant conducted a Phase 1 Geotechnical Reconnaissance Study of the project study 
area i n 2008 ( Geosphere C onsultants 2008) .  For t he g eotechnical s urvey, G eosphere 
Consultants ut ilized t he computer pr oject E QSearch t o i dentify r ecent s eismicity i n t he area.  
The search identified one earthquake with a magnitude of 5.0 or greater and ten earthquakes 
with a magnitude of 4.0 or greater that have occurred within a 100 kilometer (62 mile) radius of 
the solar farm project site since the year 1800.  The magnitude 5.0 earthquake occured on 5 
May 1939; the published epicenter was located approximately 40.5 miles northeast of the solar 
farm pr oject s ite.  Geosphere C onsultants us ed t he B ozorgnia, C ampbell, and N iazi ( 1999) 
attenuation r elationship f or H olocene soil s ites t o det ermine t he peak  hor izontal g round 
acceleration t hat may h ave oc curred at  t he pr oject s ite dur ing t his ear thquake.  T he pe ak 
horizontal g round ac celeration w as es timated to be 0. 021g for the m edian-plus-one-standard 
deviation (84th percentile) data point (Geosphere Consultants 2008). 

The Project site is considered to have low potential for liquefaction and landslide. There is no 
evidence in the area that liquefaction induced by seismic ground motions have occurred. The 
depth to groundwater of more than 200 feet below ground surface indicates that the area is not 
prone to liquefaction surface distress. 

Other geological hazards relate to the emerging field of medical geology (Finkelman and others 
2010). Dusts may be a v ector for naturally occurring medical geologic hazards such as arsenic 
and v alley f ever ( coccidioidomycosis) fungal s pores. The C enters for D isease C ontrol (CDC) 
depicts the project area within the natural range of Coccidioides spp. fungi which cause valley 
fever ( CDC 2012) .  N o h uman heal th r isk as sessment ex ists for t he pr oject s ite and i ts 
landscape setting a t pr esent. Occupational effects during construction and maintenance and 
effects on residents in the region remain hypothetical without seeking information and analysis. 

 

3.11.1.2 Hazardous Materials and Waste Management 
Several characteristics of a pr oject location affect t he pot ential f or an ac cidental r elease of  a  
hazardous material that could cause public health impacts. These include:  

• local meteorology;  

• terrain characteristics;  

• location of population centers and sensitive receptors relative to the project; 

• existing public health concerns; and 

• existing environmental site contamination. 

 

Meteorological Conditions  
Meteorological conditions, including wind speed, wind direction, and air temperature, affect both 
the extent of accidentally released and air-dispersed hazardous materials and the direction in 
which they would be t ransported. This interaction affects the potential magnitude and extent of 
the public’s exposure to such materials, as well as human health risks. When wind speeds are 
low and the atmosphere is stable, dispersion is lessened. Such stagnation can lead to increased 
localized human exposure.  In contrast, high wind speeds can mobilize hazardous components 
and transport them to nearby populations.  Both conditions can occur at the project site. 

Table 3 .13-1 bel ow s ummarizes r ecorded w ind s peeds and  am bient ai r temperatures a re 
summarized in for 2011 and for the last five years, respectively. 
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Table 3.11-1. Summary of Historical Temperature and Wind Data 

Parameter Max Avg Min 

February 14, 2011 – February 14, 2012 

Max Temperature  110 78 43 

Mean Temperature 97 66 34 

Min Temperature 86 55 24 

Wind 51 9 0 

Wind Gust 62 32 16 

February 14, 2007 – February 14, 2012 

Max Temperature  117 80 41 

Mean Temperature 102 69 34 

Min Temperature 90 57 24 

Wind 45 10 0 

Wind Gust 58 32 16 

Source:  www.wunderground.com accessed on February 14, 2012. 
Units: Temperature - °F; Wind speed – miles per hour 

 
Terrain Characteristics  
The topography of the Stateline Solar Farm Project and its immediate surrounding areas is 
essentially f lat.  The s ite is adjacent to t he north-northwest edg e o f I vanpah D ry Lak e in the 
Ivanpah Valley, on a series of alluvial fans slope gently toward Ivanpah Dry Lake. The Stateline 
Solar Farm Project is generally bounded by the Clark Mountains to the north and west and the 
Lucy Gray Mountains to the east.  

Maximum c hange i n g round s urface el evation a cross t he s ite i s appr oximately 130 f eet. The 
upper portions o f the al luvial f ans s lope gently t oward I vanpah D ry L ake w ith a c hange i n 
ground elevation on the order of 15 feet of fall per 1500 feet of horizontal run (slope of 100:1 
horizontal t o vertical) o r l ess. The central por tion o f the s ite i s relatively flat w ith a c hange i n 
ground elevation on the order of less than 5 feet of fall per 1500 feet of horizontal run (slope of 
300:1 horizontal to vertical) or less. T he general slope and drainage is toward Ivanpah Dry 
Lake, except where locally modified by access roads or other m anmade f eatures. The local 
terrain slope moves runoff from the local area and any uncaptured liquid runoff from the site in 
an easterly direction (Geosphere Consultants, Inc 2008).  
  

Location of Exposed Populations and Sensitive Receptors  
The general popul ation i ncludes m any s ensitive g roups t hat m ay be at  g reater r isk from 
exposure to emitted pollutants. These sensitive subgroups include the very young, the elderly, 
and t hose w ith e xisting i llnesses. The l ocation o f t he popul ation i n t he a rea s urrounding the 
project site may be important to potential health risk. 

There ar e no s ensitive receptors i n t he pr oject v icinity. T he near est s chools, S andy V alley 
Elementary School and Sandy Valley Middle School, are located approximately 17 miles north-
northeast of the project area in Nevada. There are no schools or churches in or near the project 
study area. The closest residence is located at the northeast corner of the intersection of I -15 
and Yates Well Road, approximately 2 miles east of the project study area and appr oximately 
250 f eet from a potential project construction haul route. The hotels in Primm, Nevada, are 
located approximately 1.5 miles to the northeast.   

http://www.wunderground.com/
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Existing Environmental Site Contamination 
According to the California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) Hazardous Waste 
and Substances site “Cortese” List, no hazardous waste facilities subject to corrective action are 
located on the proposed Desert Stateline site (DTSC 2012).  A P hase I Environmental Site 
Assessment for the project was performed by Earth Systems Southwest in December 2010, and 
updated in 2012, to evaluate the potential for the presence of soil or groundwater contamination 
due to past handling, storage, and disposal of hazardous materials or petroleum products on or 
near the property (Earth Systems Southwest 2012).  Based on the results of this assessment, 
no documented releases of  hazardous materials have occurred within the study area.  Known 
contaminated sites in the general area include the former Biogen Power Plant located 0.14 
miles northeast o f t he p roject s ite, and the former M olycorp N ew I vanpah E vaporation P ond 
(NIEP, now owned by Chevron Environmental Management Company) located on Ivanpah Dry 
Lake approximately 2 miles southeast of the site.  The Biogen facility has been removed and 
Molycorp has per manently c eased use of  the N IEP.  The N IEP i s currently under going 
remediation under the oversight of the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board.  
Contamination from the Molycorp M ine and i ts offsite w aste di sposal s ystem has  under gone 
substantial i nvestigation, and no haz ardous materials hav e been r eleased or  migrated t o t he 
location of the Proposed Project. 

 

3.11.1.3 Emergency Response 
Although the solar PV panels and associated components contain few flammable components, 
the pr esence o f el ectrical generating equipment and el ectrical c ables, al ong w ith various oi ls 
(lubricating, cooling, and hydraulic), and petroleum fuel products creates the potential for fire or 
a medical emergency within the facility during construction and maintenance.  Storage and use 
of t hese substances may occur at  the project substation, in electrical t ransmission s tructures, 
staging a reas, and t he O&M f acility.  A  c omprehensive Fi re Management P lan w ould be 
prepared and included in the Plan of Development. 

Emergency response services to the site would be under the jurisdiction of the San Bernardino 
County Fi re Department (SBCFD). S tation 53 i s approximately 40 m iles f rom the project s ite, 
located at 65 Kingston Circle, Baker, California, and would be the first responder to the Stateline 
Solar Farm Project, with a response time of approximately 45 m inutes. The SBCFD also has a 
Mutual Aid Agreement with Clark County (Nevada) Fire Department for responses requiring 
more assistance, but this assistance is voluntary.  

In San Bernardino County, hazardous materials permits are issued by SBCFD, which is also a 
first responder in the case of releases.. Because of the highly remote and rural area of Stateline 
Solar Far m P roject, s ervices ar e l imited and s pread out . S an B ernardino C ounty Firefighters 
receive s pecialized t raining t o addr ess emergency r esponses t o i ndustrial haz ards. The 
response time to the project site, with full resources capable of managing large-scale hazardous 
materials s pills, w ould be 3 t o 4 hou rs. H azardous m aterials s ervice i s pr ovided out  o f the 
SBCFD station in the City of Fontana, Station 78, which is located approximately 170 miles from 
the pr oject site. The San B ernardino C ounty H azMat T eam r esponse t ime t o a haz mat 
emergency call from S tateline S olar Far m Project would be appr oximately 3 hours (Peebles 
2012).  The remote location of the facility lengthens the response time, but also reduces the risk 
of off-site consequences to the public. The SBCFD also has a Mutual Aid Agreement with Clark 
County (Nevada) Fire Department for responses requiring more assistance, but this assistance 
is voluntary. 
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3.11.1.4 Worker Safety 
Construction and operation and maintenance of the Project would follow the site-specific Health 
and Safety Plan. The program would be designed to meet the Occupational Safety and H ealth 
Administration (OSHA) and California OSHA (CalOSHA) requirements. As part of the health and 
safety program, an Illness and Injury Prevention Program, Fire Prevention Program, Personal 
Protective Equipment Program, Hazardous Spill Program, and an Emergency Action Plan would 
be developed for construction, operation and maintenance, and decommissioning. 

 

3.11.1.5 Intentionally Destructive Acts 
The nu mber and hi gh profile o f i nternational and dom estic t errorist a ttacks du ring the l ast 
decade presents a new and realistic threat to the safety and security of the people of the U.S., 
infrastructure, and resources. There is a potential for intentional destructive acts, such as 
sabotage o r terrorism e vents, t o c ause i mpacts t o hu man heal th and  the env ironment.  A s 
opposed t o i ndustrial hazards, c ollisions, and nat ural events, where i t i s pos sible t o es timate 
event pr obabilities bas ed on hi storical s tatistical dat a and i nformation, i t i s not  pos sible t o 
accurately es timate the pr obability of  an a ct of t errorism o r s abotage. These r isk ev ents 
generally focus on the consequences of such events. In general, the consequences of a 
sabotage or terrorist attack on a solar facility would be expected to be similar to those discussed 
with r espect t o s eismic hazards and ha zardous materials r egarding a ccidental and nat ural 
events. 

 

3.11.2 Applicable Regulations, Plans, and Standards 
The following federal, state, and local laws and policies apply to the protection of public health, 
worker s afety, and hazardous m aterials m anagement. B LM’s anal ysis e xamines t he pr oject’s 
compliance with these requirements. 

 

3.11.2.1 Federal 
Comprehensive E nvironmental R esponse and Li ability Act ( CERCLA). S uperfund 
Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA) of 1986 (42 U.S.C. Section 9601 et seq.)  
The SARA amends CERCLA and governs hazardous substances. The applicable part of SARA 
for the proposed Project Solar Farmis Title III, otherwise known as the Emergency Planning and 
Community Right-To-Know Act of 1986 (EPCRA). Title III requires states to establish a process 
for dev eloping l ocal c hemical em ergency pr eparedness pr ograms and t o r eceive and 
disseminate information on hazardous substances present at facilities in local communities. The 
law provides primarily for planning, reporting, and notification concerning hazardous 
substances. Key sections of the law are:  

Section 302 — Requires one time notification when extremely hazardous substances (EHSs) 
are present in excess of their threshold planning quantities (TPQs). EHSs and t heir TPQs are 
found in Appendices A and B to 40 CFR Part 355.  

Section 304 — Requires i mmediate not ification t o the l ocal em ergency pl anning c ommittee 
(LEPC) and t he state emergency response commission (SERC) when a hazardous material is 
released in excess of its reportable quantity (RQ). If a CERCLA-listed hazardous substance RQ 
is r eleased, not ification must al so be given t o t he N ational R esponse C enter i n Washington, 
D.C. (RQs are l isted in 40 CFR Part 302,  Table 302.4). These not ifications are in addi tion to 
notifications given to the local emergency response team or fire personnel.  
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Section 311 — Requires that either material safety data sheets (MSDSs) for all hazardous 
materials or  a l ist of  al l hazardous materials be s ubmitted to the SERC, LEPC, and l ocal f ire 
department.  

 
Clean Air Act (CAA) (42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq. as amended)  
Regulations under the CAA are designed to prevent accidental releases of hazardous materials 
to t he ai r. The regulations require facilities that store a Threshold Quantity (TQ) or greater of 
listed regulated substances to develop a Risk Management Plan (RMP), including hazard 
assessments and response programs to prevent accidental releases of listed chemicals. 

 

Clean Water Act (CWA) (40 CFR 112)  
The S pill P revention, C ontrol, and C ountermeasures ( SPCC) p rogram under  the C WA i s 
designed to prevent or contain the discharge or threat of discharge of oil into navigable waters 
or adjoining shorelines. Regulations under the CWA require facilities to prepare a written SPCC 
Plan if they store oil and its release would pose a threat to navigable waters.  

 

Toxic Substances Control Act (15 U.S.C. 2605)/Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
(RCRA) (42 U.S.C. 6901 et seq.)/Hazardous and Solid Waste Act (HSWA)  
The Federal Toxic Substances Control Act (1976) and the RCRA of 1976 established a program 
administered by the EPA for the regulation of the generation, transportation, treatment, storage, 
and disposal of hazardous waste.  The RCRA was amended in 1984 by the HSWA, which 
affirmed and extended the “cradle to grave” system of regulating hazardous wastes. 

 

U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT).  Hazardous Materials Transport Act (49 U.S.C. 
5101)  
The DOT, in  conjunction with the EPA, i s responsible f or enforcement and implementation o f 
federal l aws and r egulations per taining to t ransportation o f haz ardous m aterials.  The 
Hazardous Materials T ransportation A ct o f 197 4 di rects the DOT to establish criteria and 
regulations r egarding the s afe s torage and transportation o f haz ardous m aterials.  CFR 49, 
171–180, r egulates t he t ransportation o f haz ardous m aterials, t ypes of  material def ined as  
hazardous, and the marking of vehicles transporting hazardous materials. 

 

Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA), Title 29 CFR 1910  
OSHA’s m ission i s t o ensure t he s afety and heal th of  A merica’s w orkers by  s etting and  
enforcing standards; providing training, outreach, and education; establishing partnerships; and 
encouraging continual improvement in workplace safety and health. The OSHA staff establishes 
and en forces protective s tandards a nd r eaches out  t o e mployers an d em ployees t hrough 
technical assistance and consultation programs. 
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3.11.2.2 State 
Health and Safety Code, Section 25249.5 et seq.  
Safe D rinking Water and T oxics E nforcement Act, P roposition 65. This l aw i dentifies 
chemicals that cause cancer and reproductive toxicity, provides information for the public, and 
prevents di scharge o f the c hemicals i nto s ources o f dr inking water. Li sts o f t he c hemicals o f 
concern are published and updated periodically. The Act is administered by California’s Office of 
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment. 

 

Health and Safety Code, Section 25270, Aboveground Petroleum Storage Act. Health and 
Safety C ode S ections 25270 t o 25270. 13 ensure c ompliance w ith t he federal CWA. The l aw 
applies to facilities that operate a pe troleum aboveground s torage tank (AST) with a  capacity 
greater t han 660 gallons or  combined A STs capacity g reater t han 1, 320 g allons o r oi l-filled 
equipment where there is a reasonable possibility that the tank(s) or equipment may discharge 
oil in “harmful quantities” into navigable waters or adjoining shore lands. If a facility falls under 
these criteria, it must prepare a SPCC plan. 

 
Health and Safety Code, Section 25500 et seq.  
This code and t he related regulations in 19 C CR 2620,  et  seq., require local governments to 
regulate local business storage of hazardous materials in excess of certain quantities. The law 
also r equires t hat ent ities s toring haz ardous m aterials be pr epared t o r espond t o r eleases. 
Those using and storing hazardous materials are required to submit a Hazardous Materials 
Business P lan ( HMBP) t o t heir l ocal C ertified Unified P rogram Agency (CUPA) and t o r eport 
releases to their CUPA and the State Office of Emergency Services.  

 

Health and Safety Code, Section 25531 et seq.  
This c ode and the C alifornia A ccidental R elease P rogram ( CalARP) r egulate the r egistration 
and handling of regulated substances. Regulated substances are any chemicals designated as 
an extremely hazardous substance by the EPA as part of its implementation of  SARA Title III. 
Health and Safety Code Section 25531 overlaps or duplicates some of the requirements of 
SARA and the CAA. Facilities handling or storing regulated substances at or above TPQs must 
register with their local CUPA and prepare a RMP.  

 

Health and Safety Code, Section 41700  
This section states that “no person shall discharge from any source whatsoever such quantities 
of air contaminants or other material which cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to 
any considerable number of persons or to the public, or which endanger the comfort, repose, 
health, or safety of any such persons or the public, or which cause, or have a natural tendency 
to cause injury or damage to business or property.”  

 

CCR Title 8, Section 5189, Process Safety Management of Acutely Hazardous Materials. 
Requires facility owners to develop and implement effective safety management plans to ensure 
that large quantities of hazardous materials are handled safely. While these requirements 
primarily provide for the protection of workers, they also indirectly improve public safety and are 
coordinated with the RMP process.  

 



DESERT STATELINE SOLAR FARM PROJECT 
3.11 PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY 

 

NOVEMBER 2012 3.11-8 DRAFT EIS/EIR 
 

Hazardous Materials Release Response Plans and Inventory Act of 1985  
The Hazardous Materials Release Response Plans and Inventory Act, also known as the 
Business Plan Act, requires businesses using hazardous materials to prepare a plan that 
describes their f acilities, i nventories, em ergency r esponse pl ans, and t raining p rograms. 
Hazardous materials are defined as unsafe raw or unused materials that are part of a pr ocess 
or manufacturing step. They are not considered hazardous waste. Health concerns pertaining to 
the release of hazardous materials, however, are similar to those relating to hazardous waste. 

 

Hazardous Waste Control Act (HWCA)  
The HWCA c reated the State hazardous waste management program, which i s s imilar t o but 
more stringent than the federal RCRA program. The act is implemented by regulations 
contained in Title 26 of the CCR, which describes the following required aspects for the proper 
management of hazardous waste:  

• Identification and classification;  

• Generation and transportation;  

• Design and permitting of recycling, treatment, storage, and disposal facilities;  

• Treatment standards;  

• Operation of facilities and staff training; and  

• Closure of facilities and liability requirements.  

These regulations list more than 800 materials that may be hazardous and establish criteria for 
identifying, pac kaging, and di sposing o f s uch w aste. U nder t he H WCA and T itle 26,  t he 
generator o f haz ardous w aste m ust c omplete a m anifest t hat ac companies t he w aste f rom 
generator to transporter to the ultimate disposal location. Copies of  the manifest must be filed 
with the California DTSC.  

 

Unified Hazardous Waste and Hazardous Materials Management Regulatory Program 
(Unified Program)  
This p rogram requires t he adm inistrative c onsolidation o f six haz ardous m aterials and  w aste 
programs (Program E lements) unde r one  a gency, a  C UPA.  The P rogram E lements 
consolidated under the Unified Program are:  

• Hazardous Waste Generator and On-site Hazardous Waste Treatment Programs (a.k.a., 
Tiered Permitting); 

• Aboveground Petroleum Storage Tank SPCC; 

• Hazardous Materials Release Response Plans and I nventory Program (a.k.a. Hazardous 
Materials Disclosure or “Community-Right-To-Know”); 

• CalARP; 

• Underground Storage Tank (UST) Program; and  

• Uniform Fire Code Plans and Inventory Requirements.  

The Unified Program is intended to provide relief to businesses complying with the overlapping 
and s ometimes c onflicting requirements o f formerly i ndependently m anaged p rograms. The 
Unified Program is implemented at  t he local government level by  CUPAs. Most CUPAs have 
been established as a function of a local environmental health or fire department. SBCFD acts 
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as t he C UPA for this pr oject ar ea.  S ome C UPAs have c ontractual agreements w ith anot her 
local ag ency, a pa rticipating a gency, w hich i mplements one  or  more Program E lements i n 
coordination with the CUPA.  

 

California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal/EPA)  
The Cal/EPA was created in 1991, which unified California’s environmental authority in a single 
cabinet-level ag ency an d br ought t he A ir R esources B oard ( ARB), S tate Water R esources 
Control Board (SWRCB), Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs), Integrated Waste 
Management B oard ( IWMB), D TSC, Office of E nvironmental H ealth H azard A ssessment 
(OEHHA), and Department of Pesticide Regulation (DPR) under one agency. These agencies 
were pl aced w ithin t he C al/EPA “ umbrella” for t he p rotection o f hu man heal th and t he 
environment and to ensure the coordinated deployment of State resources. Their mission is to 
restore, protect and enhanc e the env ironment, to ensure publ ic heal th, env ironmental quality, 
and economic vitality.  

 

Department of Toxic Substance Control (DTSC)  
The DTSC is a depar tment o f Cal/EPA and i s the pr imary agency in California that regulates 
hazardous waste, cleans-up existing contamination, and looks for ways to reduce the hazardous 
waste pr oduced i n C alifornia. The D TSC r egulates haz ardous w aste i n C alifornia p rimarily 
under the authority of the federal RCRA and the California Health and Safety Code (primarily 
Division 20,  C hapters 6. 5 t hrough 10 .6, and Title 22,  D ivision 4. 5). O ther l aws t hat af fect 
hazardous waste are specific to handling, storage, transportation, disposal, treatment, 
reduction, cleanup, and emergency planning.  

Government Code §65962.5 ( commonly r eferred t o as  t he “Cortese” List) i ncludes t he DTSC 
listed haz ardous waste f acilities and s ites, D epartment o f H ealth S ervices ( DHS) l ists o f 
contaminated drinking water wells, sites listed by the SWRCB as having underground storage 
tank leaks and which have had a  discharge of hazardous wastes or materials into the water or 
groundwater, and l ists from local regulatory agencies of sites that have had a known migration 
of hazardous waste/material.  

 

California Office of Emergency Services (OES)  
In or der t o p rotect t he publ ic heal th, s afety, and t he env ironment, t he C alifornia O ES i s 
responsible for establishing and managing statewide standards for business and area plans 
relating to t he handl ing and r elease or  t hreatened r elease o f haz ardous m aterials. B asic 
information on haz ardous m aterials handl ed, us ed, s tored, o r di sposed of ( including l ocation, 
type, quantity, and t he health risks) needs to be av ailable to f irefighters, public safety officers, 
and regulatory agencies.  This basic information needs to be included in business plans in order 
to prevent or mitigate the damage to the health and safety of persons and the environment from 
the release or threatened release of these materials into the workplace and environment. These 
regulations are covered under Chapter 6.95 of the California Health and Safety Code Article 1–
Hazardous Materials Release Response and Inventory Program (Sections 25500 to 25520) and 
Article 2–Hazardous Materials Management (Sections 25531 to 25543.3).  

CCR Title 19, Public Safety, Division 2, O ES, Chapter 4–Hazardous M aterial Release 
Reporting, Inventory, And Response Plans, Article 4 ( Minimum Standards for Business Plans) 
establishes minimum Statewide standards for HMBPs. These plans shall include the following: 
(1) a hazardous m aterial inventory in accordance with Sections 2729.2 to 2729. 7; (2) 
emergency response plans and procedures in accordance with Section 2731; and (3) training 
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program information in accordance with Section 2732. Business plans contain basic information 
on the location, type, quantity, and health risks of hazardous materials stored, used, or disposed 
of in the State.  Each business shall prepare a HMBP if that business uses, handles, or stores a 
hazardous material or an extremely hazardous material in quantities greater than or equal to the 
following:  

• 500 pounds of a solid substance; 

• 55 gallons of a liquid; 

• 200 cubic feet of compressed gas; 

• A hazardous compressed gas in any amount; and 

• Hazardous waste in any quantity. 

 

California Occupational Safety and Health Administration (CalOSHA)  
CalOSHA i s t he pr imary ag ency r esponsible f or w orker s afety i n t he hand ling and us e o f 
chemicals i n t he workplace. C alOSHA s tandards ar e g enerally m ore s tringent than federal 
regulations. The e mployer i s r equired to monitor w orker ex posure t o l isted haz ardous 
substances and notify workers of exposure (8 CCR Sections 337-340). The regulations specify 
requirements for em ployee t raining, av ailability of  s afety eq uipment, ac cident-prevention 
programs, and hazardous substance exposure warnings. 

 

California Highway Patrol (CHP)  
A valid Hazardous Materials Transportation License, issued by the CHP, is required by the laws 
and regulations of State of California Vehicle Code Section 3200.5 for transportation of either:  

• Hazardous m aterials s hipments for w hich t he display of  pl acards i s r equired by  S tate 
regulations; or  

• Hazardous materials shipments of more than 500 pounds, which would require placards if 
shipping greater amounts in the same manner.  

Additional requirements on the transportation of explosives, inhalation hazards, and radioactive 
materials are enforced by the CHP under the authority of the State Vehicle Code. 
Transportation of explosives generally requires consistency with additional rules and regulations 
for routing, safe stopping distances, and i nspection stops (Title 14, CCR, Chapter 6, Article 1, 
Sections 1150-1152.10). Inhalation hazards face similar, more restrictive rules and r egulations 
(Title 13,  C CR, C hapter 6,  A rticle 2. 5, S ections 1157 -1157.8).  Radioactive m aterials ar e 
restricted to specific safe routes for transportation of such materials. 

 

California P ublic U tilities Commission (CPUC) G eneral O rder ( GO) 95:  R ules for 
Overhead Electric Line Construction  
GO 95 is the key standard governing the design, construction, operation, and maintenance of 
overhead electric lines in the State. It was adopted in 1941 and upda ted most recently in 2006. 
GO 95 i ncludes safety s tandards for overhead e lectric l ines, i ncluding minimum di stances for 
conductor spacing, m inimum conductor ground clearance, s tandards for calculating maximum 
sag, electric line inspection requirements, and vegetation clearance requirements.  The latter, 
governed by  r ule 35,  a nd i nspection r equirements, governed by  R ule 31. 2 ar e s ummarized 
here.  
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GO 95, Rule 35: Tree Trimming, defines minimum vegetation clearances around power lines.  
Rule 35 g uidelines r equire 10 -foot r adial c learances for any  c onductor of a l ine oper ating a t 
110,000 Volts or more, but less than 300,000 Volts. This requirement would apply to the 
proposed 230-kV lines.  

GO 95,  R ule 31. 2: I nspection o f Li nes, requires t hat lines be i nspected frequently and 
thoroughly for the purpose of ensuring that they are in good condition, and that lines temporarily 
out of service be inspected and maintained in such condition as not to create a hazard. 

  

Public Resources Code (PRC) 4292, Powerline Hazard Reduction  
PRC 4292 requires a 10-foot clearance of any tree branches or ground vegetation from around 
the base of power poles carrying more than 110 kV. The firebreak clearances required by PRC 
4292 ar e appl icable w ithin an i maginary c ylindrical s pace s urrounding each pol e or  t ower on 
which a s witch, fuse, transformer or l ightning arrester is attached and surrounding each dead-
end or corner pole, unless such pole or tower is exempt from minimum clearance requirements 
by provisions of PRC 4296. Proposed project structures would be pr imarily exempt due to their 
design specifications. 

 

PRC 4293, Powerline Clearance Required  
PRC 4293 pr esents guidelines for l ine clearance including a minimum of 10 feet of vegetation 
clearance from any conductor operating at 110,000 volts or higher.  

 

CCR Title 14, Section 1254  
CCR 14 Section 1254 presents guidelines for minimum clearance requirements on non-exempt 
utility poles. The proposed project structures would be primarily exempted from the clearance 
requirements with the exception of cable poles and dead-end structures.  

As shown in Figure 4.8-1 of CCR 14 Section 1254, the firebreak clearances required by PRC 
4292 ar e appl icable w ithin an i maginary c ylindrical s pace s urrounding each pol e or  t ower on 
which a switch, fuse, transformer or lightning arrester is attached and s urrounding each dead-
end or corner pole, unless such pole or tower is exempt from minimum clearance requirements 
by provisions of 14, CCR, 1255 or PRC 4296. The radius of the cylindroid is 3.1 meters (10 feet) 
measured hor izontally f rom the outer circumference of t he specified pole or  tower with height 
equal t o t he di stance from t he i ntersection o f t he i maginary v ertical e xterior s urface o f the 
cylindroid with the ground to an intersection with a horizontal plane passing through the highest 
point at which a conductor is attached to such pole or tower. Flammable vegetation and 
materials located wholly or partially within the firebreak space shall be treated as follows:  

At ground level – remove flammable materials, including but not limited to, ground litter, duff and 
dead or desiccated vegetation that will propagate fire  

From 0 t o 2.4 meters (0 to 8 feet) above ground level remove flammable trash, debris or other 
materials, grass, herbaceous and brush vegetation. All limbs and foliage of living trees shall be 
removed up to a height of 2.4 meters (8 feet).  

From 2.4 meters (8 feet) to horizontal plane of highest point of conductor attachment remove 
dead, diseased or dying limbs and foliage from living sound trees and any dead, diseased or 
dying trees in their entirety.  
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3.11.2.3 Local 
Certified Unified Program Authority (CUPA) 
The SBCFD acts as the CUPA, and is responsible for reviewing Hazardous Materials Business 
Plans. 

 

Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District (MDAQMD) 
Activities of the Proposed Project in San Bernardino County would be subject to MDAQMD rules 
and regulations, including: 

 

Rule 403 - Fugitive Dust  
A person shall not cause or allow the emissions of fugitive dust from any transport, handling, 
construction or  s torage ac tivity s o t hat t he pr esence o f s uch dus t r emains v isible i n t he 
atmosphere bey ond t he pr operty l ine of  the e mission s ource ( does n ot appl y t o em issions 
emanating from unpaved roadways open to public travel or farm roads). This exclusion shall not 
apply to industrial or commercial facilities. 

 

Rule 403.2 - Fugitive Dust Control for the Mojave Desert Planning Area 
This rule aims to ensure that the NAAQS for PM10 will not  be exceeded due to anthropogenic 
sources of fugitive dust within the Mojave Desert Planning Area, and to implement the control 
measures contained in the Mojave Desert Planning Area Federal PM10 Attainment Plan. 

 
Rule 402 - Nuisance 
A person shall not discharge from any source whatsoever such quantities of air contaminants or 
other material w hich c ause i njury, det riment, nuisance or  annoy ance t o any  c onsiderable 
number of persons or to the public, or which endanger the comfort, repose, health or safety of 
any such persons or the public, or which cause, or have a nat ural tendency to cause, injury or 
damage to business or property. 
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3.12 Recreation and Tourism 
The following discussion addresses existing recreational resources within and near  the Project 
area, and describes existing laws and regulations relevant to those resources. The affected 
environment represents “baseline” conditions that contribute to recreational resources of the 
Project S tudy A rea. For  t he pu rposes o f this a nalysis, t he r ecreation study ar ea has  bee n 
defined as the area within Ivanpah Valley.  Additional recreation resources that are outside of 
the recreation study area, but which have national, regional, or local significance that could be 
impacted by the Proposed Action and al ternatives, are also included in this analysis. This is an 
appropriate s tudy ar ea for r ecreation bec ause i t c aptures al l m ajor r ecreation r esources t hat 
contribute to bas eline c onditions and c ould pot entially be  af fected by  ac tivities r elated t o t he 
proposed Stateline Solar Farm facility. 

 

3.12.1 Environmental Setting 
Recreation has  been a nd c ontinues t o be an i mportant us e o f publ ic land i n t he C alifornia 
Desert, i ncluding the C lark M ountain and I vanpah V alley ar eas.  The FLP MA r ecognizes 
recreation as  a pr incipal or  m ajor us e o f publ ic l and, and i n its D eclaration of  P olicy ( Title I ) 
states that it is the policy of the United States that the public lands be managed in a manner that 
will pr ovide f or out door recreation. Recreational us es o f publ ic l ands m ay ei ther be i nformal, 
casual uses which are managed by BLM through the land use planning process, or formally-
approved uses managed through a BLM permitting process. 

 

3.12.1.1 Recreation Resources on the Project Site  
The proposed Stateline Solar Farm facility would be located on 2,143 acres of open desert land 
in San Bernardino County that is currently used for recreation activities.  The entire project site 
is located within the Multiple-Use Class (MUC), Limited Use (L), under the BLM’s CDCA Plan. 
This c lassification al lows for l ow t o m oderate r ecreation ac tivities, i ncluding non -competitive 
vehicle touring and events on approved routes of travel (BLM 1980). 

In addition, the NEMO amendments to the CDCA Plan (BLM 2002) designated open routes of 
travel i n t he ar ea, i ncluding r outes that pas s through t he s ite o f the proposed facility.  The 
proposed facility area includes three routes of travel designated by BLM as open routes.  These 
routes include route 699226 ( 1.4 miles encompassed by t he Proposed Action), 699198 ( 2.0 
miles), and 699238 (1.4 miles).  Off-road, recreational vehicle trails currently authorized by BLM 
which run through the proposed site would be re-located outside of the project boundary fence 
as necessary and those relocated routes would be designated as open by the BLM.  The closed 
portions o f t he routes would be r emoved f rom t he l ist of  open r outes on B LM’s O ff H ighway 
Vehicle (OHV) designation.  The r eplacement routes w ould not  be i ncluded w ithin t he R OW 
grant for the project.  Roads within and adjacent to the proposed project site are used annually 
for the Los Angeles, Barstow to Las Vegas Dual Sport Motorcycle Tour. 

 

3.12.1.2 Recreation Resources Surrounding the Project Site  
The Mojave Desert is a popular recreation destination, with people drawn to its open spaces, 
diverse landscapes, unique geography, and freedom from the restrictions of more urban areas.  
The des ert pr ovides r esources t hat a re nec essary f or a v ariety of  r ecreational ex periences.  
These resources include unique geography such as dry lakes and s and dunes, scenic values, 
solitude, and  freedom from t he s tructure and  regulations o f ur ban ar eas.  In g eneral, all 
recreational ac tivities i n t he des ert ar e dependent upon  vehicle ac cess to s ome degree, w ith 
visitors directed to travel on previously designated and marked motorized vehicle routes.  Most 
public r ecreation us e o f B LM-administered l ands i s c asual, and unsupervised.  BLM 
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management of some recreational activities occurs in relation to OHV events, permitted 
commercial and o rganized ac tivities ( bighorn sheep hunt s, trail r ides, and v ision q uests), and  
within specific local wildlife conservation sites.  These activities are formally authorized through 
the Special Recreation Permit process. 

A v ariety of recreational activities occur on public lands in the area of the pr oposed facility.  
These include golfing, auto touring, backpacking, biking, camping, climbing, hiking, horseback 
riding, nature walks, star gazing, wilderness areas, and wildlife viewing.  In addition, sightseers, 
painters, and phot ographers ar e dr awn by  s pring w ildflower displays, and y ear-round bi rd-
watching.  Clark Mountain, managed by the Mojave National Preserve and located a few miles 
to the west of the proposed project location, provides rock climbing, hiking, hunting, and wildlife 
viewing.  

The proposed facility would be l ocated within I vanpah Valley, which comprises approximately 
37,280 acres.  A prominent feature of Ivanpah Valley is the Ivanpah Dry Lake, located less than 
one mile to the east, and down gradient, of the proposed project location.  Due to the unique 
character of its extensive flat surface, the Ivanpah Dry Lake has been designated by BLM for 
non-motorized, open -space r ecreational ac tivities, and B LM i ssues bot h S pecial R ecreation 
Permits and c asual use per mits for recreational use o f t he Dry Lake for l and sailing and k ite 
buggy use.  The Dry Lake is the location of National and International Land Sailing Regattas. 
Additionally, world speed trials in which land sailing speed records have been set occur on 
Ivanpah D ry Lak e.  The D ry Lak e i s al so us ed for phot ography and film pr ojects, for bo th 
recreational and c ommercial pur poses. A dditional r ecreational ac tivities i nclude l ong di stance 
bow and ar row target shooting, hang gliding, and model rocket and ai rplane flying. BLM issues 
approximately 250 permits per year for recreational activities on the Dry Lake. 

 

Tourism Development 
The area at the northern end of  Ivanpah Dry Lake, where I-15 crosses the Nevada border, has 
undergone substantial development as a tourist destination. This development includes casinos 
and associated hotels and restaurants located 4.5 miles to the northeast of the proposed project 
location. The P rimm V alley G olf C ourse i s l ocated w ithin 0. 5 miles of the pr oposed p roject 
location.  

 

Wilderness Areas  
Wilderness ar eas near  t he pr oposed facility s ite ar e major a ttractions for r ecreation a ctivities 
including hiking and c amping, and bi ological r esources ar e also an attraction for nat ure 
observation. S pecial D esignation A reas, i ncluding Wilderness ar eas, w ithin t he v icinity of  t he 
Proposed Action are shown in Figure 3 .15-1. The wilderness areas c losest to the project s ite 
which are managed by BLM include the Stateline Wilderness (located within 1 mile to the north) 
and the Mesquite Wilderness (located 2.5 miles to the west).  T he Clark Mountain Wilderness, 
managed by the Mojave National Preserve, is located approximately 4 miles to the southwest of 
the proposed facility. 

 

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern/Desert Wildlife Management Areas 

As shown in Figure 2 -1, t he pr oposed Project would be l ocated appr oximately 2 miles to the 
west of  t he c urrent l ocation o f t he I vanpah D esert Wildlife Management A rea ( DWMA).  The 
Proposed Action would also include a modification of the boundary of the DWMA, as discussed 
in Section 2.1.3.6 and shown in Figure 2-1.  Once modified, the boundary of the DWMA and the 
solar facility would be adjacent to each other.  However, the solar facility would not be located in 
any current or planned ACEC or DWMA. 
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Recreational activities allowed in ACECs are determined by the resources and values for which 
the ACECs were established, and by  the associated ACEC Management Plan.  Most ACECs, 
including t he I vanpah DWMA, al low low-intensity r ecreation us e t hat i s c ompatible w ith 
protection of the relevant values. 

 

3.12.2 Applicable Regulations, Plan, and Standards 
3.12.2.1 Federal 
The proposed Stateline Solar Farm facility would be located entirely on BLM-administered lands 
in the Ivanpah Valley. The following is a discussion of the Federal, state, and local plans and 
policies that would be applicable to the project site. 

 

Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA) 
The FLPMA es tablishes publ ic l and pol icy; g uidelines f or adm inistration; and pr ovides f or t he 
management, p rotection, dev elopment, and enh ancement o f publ ic l ands.  In particular, the 
FLPMA’s r elevance t o t he P roposed A ction i s that Title V , S ection 501,  es tablishes B LM’s 
authority to grant ROWs for generation, transmission, and distribution of electrical energy.  
Under FLP MA, t he B LM i s r esponsible f or the dev elopment o f ener gy r esources on B LM-
administered lands in a manner that balances diverse resource uses and that takes into account 
the long-term needs of future generations for renewable and non-renewable resources.  Among 
those use, FLPMA recognizes that the public lands be managed in a manner which will provide 
for outdoor recreation. 

 

California Desert Conservation Area Plan  
The 25 million-acre C DCA P lan A rea c ontains over 12 m illion ac res o f publ ic l ands s pread 
within the area known as the California Desert, which includes the following three deserts: the 
Mojave, the Sonoran, and a small portion of the Great Basin.  Approximately 10 million acres of 
the CDCA public lands are administered by the BLM.  

The C DCA P lan i s a c omprehensive, l ong-range pl an w ith g oals and specific a ctions for the 
management, u se, dev elopment, and p rotection of  the r esources and p ublic l ands within t he 
CDCA, and i t i s bas ed on t he c oncepts o f multiple us e, sustained y ield, and maintenance of 
environmental quality. The pl an’s goals and ac tions for each resource are established in its 12 
elements.  Each of the plan elements provides both a desert-wide perspective of  the planning 
decisions f or one m ajor r esource or  i ssue of publ ic c oncern as  well as  m ore s pecific 
interpretation of multiple-use class guidelines for a given resource and its associated activities.  

The CDCA Plan def ines MUCs for BLM-managed lands in the CDCA, which includes the land 
area encompassing the proposed project location. 

 

Northern and Eastern Mojave Desert Management Plan Amendment 
The purpose of the NEMO amendment (BLM 2002) to the CDCA Plan was to evaluate land use 
changes necessary to protect threatened and endangered species. This amendment included 
changes in permitted recreational uses and designated routes of travel. 
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3.12.2.2 State 
There are no s tate regulations that are appl icable to recreational resources w ithin the project 
site.  There a re al so n o s tate-designated recreational ar eas i n t he v icinity of  t he p roposed 
facility. 

 

3.12.2.3 Local 
Recreation goals and policies are out lined in the San Bernardino County General Plan’s Land 
Use and Open Space Elements (County of San Bernardino 2007).  Because the facility would 
be l ocated ent irely on B LM-managed publ ic l ands, t he S an B ernardino C ounty G eneral P lan 
would not be applicable.  There are no County-designated recreational areas in the vicinity of 
the proposed Project. 
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3.13 Social and Economic Conditions 
This s ection des cribes the s ocial and ec onomic c onditions t hat alternatives f or the P roposed 
Action m ay a ffect.  The S tateline Solar Farm Project and c ommunities are par t o f a dynamic 
socioeconomic system.  The communities provide the people, goods, and services required by 
the Project construction and operations.  The project activities, in turn, create the demand and 
pay for the people, goods, and services in the form of wages, salaries, and benefits for jobs and 
dollar expenditures for goods and services. 

 

3.13.1 Environmental Setting 
The following di scussion des cribes t he s ocial and ec onomic env ironment i n t he r egion of 
influence ( ROI) of the pr oposed pr oject.  T he R OI i s def ined by t he ar ea where pr oject 
employees and their families reside, spend their income, and use their benefits, thereby further 
affecting ec onomic conditions o f t he r egion. The A pplicant i ndicates t hat a construction 
workforce, of approximately 600  employees at i ts peak, from San Bernardino County and t he 
surrounding region (First Solar 2011).  The estimated 7 to 10 operational workers are assumed 
to live within the ROI.  Therefore, this analysis defines the socioeconomic ROI consists of San 
Bernardino County in California and Clark County in Nevada.  San Bernardino County is 
bordered on the north by Inyo County, on the south by Riverside County, on the west by Los 
Angeles, K ern, and O range C ounties; on t he eas t by  C lark C ounty, N evada, and al so b y 
portions o f M ojave and La P az C ounties i n A rizona. There a re 24  i ncorporated c ities i n S an 
Bernardino County, including Fontana, Ontario, Rancho Cucamonga, and San Bernardino. 
There are five incorporated cities in Clark County, Nevada, including Las Vegas. 

The nearest service center to the proposed project is Primm, Nevada, located approximately 4 
miles northeast of the project area.  Baker, California is the closest service center in California, 
located appr oximately 50 m iles f rom the pr oposed pr oject.  P rimm, N evada, and B aker, 
California provide services including restaurants, fueling facilities, and lodging. 

 

Population and Population Density 
San B ernardino C ounty, C alifornia, and  C lark County, N evada, ar e the areas t hat may be  
affected by population in-migration resulting from the proposed solar farm facility.  Table 3.13-1 
summarizes current and forecasted population trends in the ROI.  The population of San 
Bernardino County increased by 19.1 percent between 2000 and 2010,  while the population of 
Clark County increased by 41.8 percent during the same period. 

 

Table 3.13-1.  Population Profile of the ROI, Year 2000–2030 
 Year 

Area 2000 Population 2010 
Population 

2020 Projected 
Population 

2030 Projected 
Population 

San Bernardino County, CA 1,709,434 2,035,210 2,581,371 2,958,939 

Clark County, NV 1,375,765 1,951,269 2,209,526 2,430,896 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau (USCB) 2012a; USCB 2012b; California Department of Finance (CDOF) 2012; Nevada Small 
Business Development Center/The Nevada State Demographer’s Office edited and revised April 21, 2012). 

 
San Bernardino County, California, which comprises approximately 20,000 square miles, is the 
largest county by land area in the continental United States and is mostly desert.  Approximately 
75 per cent o f t he popul ation r esides i n t he v alley r egion i n t he southwestern c orner o f the 
county, closest to the coast (San Bernardino County 2011a).  In 2010, there were 101.5 persons 
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per s quare mile i n S an B ernardino C ounty, w hich i s l ess t han hal f the popul ation dens ity o f 
California (239.1 persons per square mile) (USCB 2012b). 

Clark C ounty, N evada, i s t he nat ion’s fourteenth l argest c ounty by  l and area.  The c ounty i s 
home t o 70 per cent o f the s tate’s population and i ncludes i ts m ost populous c ity, Las  Vegas 
(Clark County 2012a).  The 2010 population density of Clark County (247.3 persons per square 
mile) was t en t imes greater than the popul ation dens ity o f N evada ( 24.6 per sons pe r square 
mile) (USCB 2012b). 

 

Income 
Table 3.13-2 provides data on income for the two ROI counties and for California and Nevada, 
including median household and per  capita incomes and percent of the population living below 
the poverty l evel.  I n 2006 t o 2010 , the median household i ncome for t he United S tates was 
$51,914.  San Bernardino County’s median household income was 107.6 percent of the United 
States average while Clark County’s income was 108.4 percent of the national average. 

 
Table 3.13-2.  Median Household Income for the ROI 

Area 

Median Household Income  
2006-2010  

(2010 dollars) 

Per Capita Income  
2006-2010  

(2010 dollars) 

Persons Below 
Poverty Level 

(percent) 
California $60,883 $29,188 13.7 
San Bernardino County $55,845 $21,867 14.8 
Nevada   $55,726 $27,589 11.9 
Clark County $56,258 $27,422 11.7 

Source:  USCB 2012b  
 
In 2010, Clark County had higher income levels, in particular per capita income, and lower 
poverty levels than San Bernardino County.  The median household and per capita income in 
San Bernardino County were both well below the California average, while for Clark County they 
were close to the Nevada average. 

 

Employment and Economic Activity 
Table 3.13-3 shows the size of  the labor force, current employment levels, and t he number of 
unemployed for the ROI. 

 
Table 3.13-3.  Labor Force, Employment, and Unemployment by Area 

 
As of December 2011 

Unemployment 
(percent) 

Area 
Labor 
Force Employed Unemployed 

December  
2011 

December 
2010 

San Bernardino County, 
CA 

859,600 756,900 102,600 11.9 13.7 

Clark County, NV 942,225 822,726 119,499 12.7 15.1 
Sources: California Employment Development Department (CEDD) 2012; Nevada Department of Employment, 
Training, and Rehabilitation (NDETR) 2012 

 
San Bernardino saw a reduction of 1.8 percent in its unemployment rate between December of 
2010 and 2011,  w hile Clark Co unty saw a r eduction o f 2 .4 per cent du ring the s ame per iod.  
However, t he unem ployment rate i n C lark C ounty r emained hi gher t han i n S an B ernardino 
County.  
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Economy 
Table 3.13-4 shows the structure of the workforce for San Bernardino and Clark counties.  In 
San Bernardino C ounty, educ ational s ervices and heal th c are and social as sistance w as t he 
largest employment sector (22.7 percent).  In Clark County, well over a quarter of the civilian 
workforce ( 29.1 per cent) i s em ployed i n t he ar ts, ent ertainment, and recreation, 
accommodation, and food services industry (see Table 3.13-4).  Las Vegas and Clark County 
comprise a major tourist and resort destination nationally and internationally.  

 

Table 3.13-4.  Civilian Workforce by Industry Sectors (2010) 

Industry 
San Bernardino 

County % Clark County % 
Civilian employed population 16 years 
and over 791,365  872,794  

Agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting, 
and mining 7,431 0.9 3,309 0.4 

Construction 59,904 7.6 56,744 6.5 
Manufacturing 82,634 10.4 29,212 3.3 
Wholesale trade 30,002 3.8 17,698 2.0 
Retail trade 100,778 12.7 100,242 11.5 
Transportation and warehousing, and 
utilities 56,472 7.1 39,735 4.6 

Information 11,514 1.5 14,636 1.7 
Finance and insurance, and real estate 
and rental and leasing 42,668 5.4 55,671 6.4 

Professional, scientific, and management, 
and administrative and waste 
management services 

67,683 8.5 96,050 11.0 

Educational services, and health care and 
social assistance 179,358 22.7 124,884 14.3 

Arts, entertainment, and recreation, and 
accommodation, and food services 70,290 8.9 254,286 29.1 

Other services, except public 
administration 36,043 4.6 41,909 4.8 

Public administration 46,588 5.9 38,418 4.4 
Source: USCB 2012c 

 
Housing 
The quantity and quality of the existing housing stock, particularly the availability of temporary 
accommodations i n t he v icinity of  t he pr oject area, ar e ne cessary t o as sess t he i mpact of 
immigration of temporary workers or permanent employees to the ROI.  Table 3.13-5 shows the 
total number of vacant housing units and vacancy rates, as well as vacancy rates for rentals, 
within the ROI.  The distribution of vacant housing units by type is shown in Table 3.13-6. 

 
Table 3.13-5.  Vacancy Rates and Total Vacant Units (2010) 

Area 
Vacancy Rate, 
Housing Units 

Number of 
Vacant Units 

Vacancy 
Rate, Rentals 

San Bernardino County, CA 12.6% 88,019 8.7% 
Clark County, NV 14.9% 124,978 13.3% 
Source: USCB 2012a 
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Table 3.13-6.  Distribution of Vacant Housing Units by Type (2010) 

Area 
Total 

Vacant For rent 

Rented, 
not 

occupied 
For sale 

only 
Sold, not 
occupied 

For seasonal, 
recreational, or 
occasional use 

All other 
vacant 

San Bernardino 
County, CA 88,019 21,892 1,096 12,138 2,520 34,104 16,269 

Clark County, NV 124,978 47,504 1,291 26,963 2,277 22,002 24,941 

Source: USCB 2012a 

  
Public Services 
Physical i mpacts t o publ ic s ervices and  f acilities ar e us ually as sociated w ith popul ation i n-
migration and growth in an area, which increase the demand for particular services, leading to 
the need for expanded or new facilities.  Therefore, public services data are provided below for 
both San Bernardino County and Clark County. 

 

Police Protection 

The pr oject s ite i s l ocated w ithin t he j urisdiction of  t he S an B ernardino C ounty S heriff’s 
Department, which i s he adquartered at  655 E ast 3r d S treet i n San Bernardino.  T he near est 
sheriff’s office to the proposed facility site is the Barstow Station in the City of Barstow located at 
225 East Mountain View Road (San Bernardino County Sheriff 2012).  The California Highway 
Patrol (CHP) i s t he primary law enf orcement agency f or California highways and r oads (CHP 
2012).  CHP services include law enforcement, traffic control, and accident investigation. The 
closest CHP area office is located at 300 East Mountain View Road in Barstow. 

The Las  Vegas Metropolitan Police Department (LVMPD) provides po lice protection services.  
The LV MPD i s a j oint c ity/county pol ice f orce w ith near ly 2, 900 s worn o fficers pr oviding l aw 
enforcement services for all of Clark County, including the City of Las Vegas, (LVMPD 2011).  

 

Schools 

The proposed Stateline Solar Farm Project site is located within the Baker Valley Unified School 
District (BVUSD).  Clark County School District (CCSD) provides school services to the Nevada 
portion of the ROI.  Table 3.13-7 shows current school enrollment figures within the ROI for the 
2010–2011 school years.  The BVUSD has a small student enrollment, while the CCSD serves 
a large number of students. 

 

Table 3.13.7. Enrollment Figures for BVUSD and CCSD, Year 2010-2011 
Student Level Baker Valley Unified School 

District  
Clark County School District 

Kindergarten  18 23,817 
Elementary School (1st through 5th Grade) 65 122,178 
Middle School (6th through 8th Grade) 46 72,726 
High School (9th through 12th Grade) 53 91,347 
Total 182 310,068 
Source: ED-Data 2012; Nevada Department of Education 2010. 

 

Hospitals 

The closest hospital with an emergency room to the proposed Stateline Solar Farm Project site 
is Saint Rose Hospital - Siena Campus in Henderson, Nevada (within Clark County) located at 
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3001 St. Rose Parkway, approximately 40 miles east of the proposed site.  This hospital has 
219 beds.  The Saint Rose Hospital system has over 3,300 employees and approximately 1,300 
physicians at all three campuses (SRDH 2012).  The emergency room at Saint Rose Hospital – 
Siena Campus is designated as a Level I II trauma center that provides immediate, specialized 
care to accident victims and victims of sudden illness.  Specialty services at the hospital include 
intensive c are un it, e mergency/trauma, l abor and del ivery, c ardiac c are, o rthopedics, an d 
surgery. 

 

Local Tax Revenues and Sources of Funding 
The two k ey t axing agenc ies i n t he R OI a re San B ernardino C ounty, C alifornia, and C lark 
County, N evada.  T able 3. 13-8 p resents t he main s ources o f publ ic r evenues f or S an 
Bernardino and Clark counties.  Total revenues for San Bernardino County amounted to $3.5 
billion in 2011.  San Bernardino’s main sources of revenues were derived from operating grants 
and contributions and from charges for services. 

Revenues for Clark County totaled $4.3 billion in 2011.  Most of Clark County’s revenues were 
derived from user fees (charges for services) and ad valorem (property) taxes. 

 
Table 3.13-8.  Local Tax Revenues and Sources of Funding, 2011 

Revenue Source 

San 
Bernardino 

County % Clark County % 
Charges for Services 857,705,000 26.4 1,798,634,263 42.2 
Operating Grants and 
Contributions 

1,584,340,000 48.7 597,327,951 14.0 

Capital Grants and Contributions 30,495,000 0.9 241,238,784 5.7 
 Ad valorem taxes 508,480,000 15.6 601,451,492 14.1 
 Consolidated tax 121,623,000 3.8 404,036,310 9.5 
 Sales and use tax 19,184,000 0.6 231,649,479 5.4 
 Other 130,322,000 4.0 388,176,990 9.1 
Total Revenues 3,252,149,000 100 4,262,515,269 100 
Sources: Clark County 2012b, San Bernardino County 2011b. 

 
Income Inequality 
Distribution of income wealth is an ec onomic indicator for community identity. One measure of 
income inequality is the Gini index, with values ranging from 0 to 1. A value of 1 indicates 
perfect inequality where all wealth would be concentrated in a s ingle household. By contrast, 0 
would i ndicate per fect equality w here al l hous eholds hav e eq ual i ncome. S an B ernardino 
County has  an i ndex value of  0 .422 and C lark County a v alue of  0 .434. The national county 
average is 0.430. By contrast, New York County (Manhattan), New York has an index of 0.601, 
indicating great income disparity (USCB 2012d). 

 

3.13.2 Applicable Regulations, Plan, and Standards 
Compliance with the following federal, state, and local regulations, plans, and standards related 
to the social and economic effects from the proposed project are required as part of the project 
development. 
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Federal 
NEPA – (40 CFR 1508(b); 40 C.F.R. 1508.14 of CEQ NEPA Regulations) 
An EIS must include the analysis of the proposed project’s social and economic effects related 
to the effects on the natural or physical environment in the affected. 

  

State 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) – (California Code of Regulations, Chapter 
3, Guidelines for Implementation of CEQA, Article 9(a), Section 1513) 
CEQA states: 

 

(a) “Economic or social effects of a project shall not be t reated as significant effects on the 
environment….The i ntermediate ec onomic or  s ocial c hanges need no t be anal yzed i n 
any detail greater than necessary to trace the chain of cause and e ffect.  The focus of 
the analysis shall be on the physical changes.” 

(b) “Economic or  social ef fects o f a pr oject m ay be us ed t o det ermine t he significance o f 
physical changes caused by the project…Where an EIR uses economic or social effects 
to determine that a physical change is significant, the EIR shall explain the reason for 
determining that the effect is significant.” 

(c) “Economic, s ocial, and  par ticularly hous ing f actors s hall be c onsidered by  publ ic 
agencies together with technological and environmental factors in deciding whether 
changes in a project are feasible to reduce or avoid the significant effects on the 
environment identified in the EIR.” 

 

Local 
San Bernardino County 
The General Plan for the San Bernardino County calls for a v ibrant and thriving local economy 
that spans a variety of industries, services, and other sectors while recognizing the distinctions 
between t he growth s tages o f the V alley, Mountain, and D esert P lanning R egions i n 
encouraging i ndustrial, o ffice, and pr ofessional dev elopment and l ocal-serving em ployment 
(County of San Bernardino, 2011a).  The proposed project is within the Desert Planning Region 
and includes a Housing Element that outlines the goal and pol icies for housing (County of San 
Bernardino, 2011a).   

 

Goal D/H 1.  Encourage a di versity of  hous ing t ypes t hat w ill ac commodate al l 
individuals and families from all income levels. 

 

Policy D/H 1.1  Encourage the application of the Housing Incentive Programs to clustered 
development, single family and multiple families, in the Desert Region. 

 

Policy D/H 1.2  The following methods of housing types and des ign shall be pe rmitted in 
the Desert Region to augment and contribute to the supply of affordable housing provided they 
are compatible with the rural character and desert environment: 
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1. Single-section manufactured home parks that a re located within 
the Alternate Housing Overlay. 

2. Accessory residential structures.  

The S an B ernardino C ounty G eneral P lan i s not appl icable t o p rojects located ent irely on  
Federal lands. 
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3.14 Soil Resources 
 
This s ection des cribes t he ex isting geology, s oils, and s eismicity i n t he Stateline S olar Far m 
Project area.  The discussion includes consideration of local topography, geologic units and 
features, s oil r esources, and r egional seismicity.  G eologic and s eismic haz ards t hat c ould 
potentially affect the structures associated with the Stateline Solar Farm project are identified.  
Federal, State, and local laws, regulations, plans, and pol icies related to geologic and s eismic 
considerations are also discussed. 

 

3.14.1 Environmental Setting 
Regional Geological Setting 
The Stateline Solar Farm project site is located on the eastern side of the California portion of 
the Mojave Desert close to the Nevada stateline.  The project site is located in portions of 
sections 12, 13, 14, 15, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 34, and 35, Township 17 North, Range 14 East, San 
Bernardino B ase and M eridian on t he Ivanpah Lak e, C alifornia 7 .5 i nch U SGS t opographic 
quadrangle map (First Solar 2011). 

The project site is located within the Mojave Desert geomorphic province (California Geological 
Survey 2006 ), and t he solar farm s ite i s i n t he nor theast c orner near  t he boundar y with t he 
Basin and R ange geomorphic pr ovince.  The Mojave D esert geomorphic pr ovince i ncludes 
several isolated m ountain r anges s eparated by  des ert v alleys with enc losed dr ainages and  
playas.  T he t opography of  t his p rovince i s controlled by  a pr ominent nor thwest-southeast 
trending fault system an d a s econdary eas t-west t rending fault s ystem ( California G eological 
Survey 2002).  The mountain ranges are composed of complexly faulted and folded crystalline, 
metamorphic, volcanic, and carbonate basement rocks that range in age from pre-Cambrian to 
Mesozoic. Volcanic and sedimentary rocks deposited in the Cenozoic are also found throughout 
the province (California Geological Survey 2010a).  

Younger faulting in the eastern half of the Mojave Desert geomorphic province is characterized 
by generally north- to northwest-trending normal faults associated with regional extension in the 
Great Basin.  Detachment faults, which are large-scale normal listric faults that flatten at depth, 
are common in the eas tern Mojave Desert o f California and S outhern Nevada.  T hick, near ly 
flat-lying b reccia z ones that j uxtapose r ocks o n a r egional s cale hav e been i dentified as  t he 
deep por tions o f t hese detachment faults, and attest t o t he dep th o f e rosion i n t he r egion. 
Localized right-lateral strike-slip movement associated with the normal faulting is common in the 
eastern Mojave Desert.  Extensional t ectonics i s pr edominant i n the Great Basin g eomorphic 
province to t he north, although some northwest-striking r ight-lateral strike-slip f aulting, which 
may or may not be associated with normal faulting, is present.  Rapid subsidence has occurred 
in pull-apart basins, such as the Death Valley depression, in response to strike-slip faulting 
(Norris and Webb 1990 ; Wright and ot hers 1999).  S trike-slip t ectonics m ay al so be par tially 
responsible f or t he dev elopment o f S hadow V alley, l ocated s outhwest of t he C lark M ountain 
Range, during the Miocene (Prave and McMackin 1999).  

Geology i n t he C lark Mountain R ange, l ocated w est o f t he S tateline S olar Far m s ite, i s 
characteristic of both the Mojave Desert and Great Basin geomorphic provinces.  A major thrust 
fault, the K eystone Thrust, w hich w as ac tive i n t he l ate J urassic to early C retaceous, ha s 
juxtaposed P aleozoic m arine c arbonate s ediments ov er r ocks t ypical of  a c ontinental s etting 
(USGS 2006).  The Mesozoic age (Cordilleran orogeny) thrust fault relationship is characteristic 
of t he B asin and R ange g eomorphic p rovince ( USGS 2006;  N orris an d Webb 1990) .  The 
southernmost occurrence of these basin fill sediments that is in thrust fault contact 



DESERT STATELINE SOLAR FARM PROJECT 
3.14 SOIL RESOURCES 

 

NOVEMBER 2012 3.14-2 DRAFT EIS/EIR 

over continental rocks occurs in the C lark Mountain Range.  M esozoic g ranitic, metamorphic, 
volcanic and  s edimentary r ocks i n t he Mojave D esert to t he s outhwest are m ore typical of  a 
magmatic arc tectonic setting. 

The Clark Mountain Range, which reaches an el evation of  7,930 feet, is bounded on t he west 
side by the Halloran Hills Detachment Fault (Fowler and C alzia 1999).  The core of the range 
has r emained una ffected by  r egional ex tension.  The K ingston R ange t o t he w est and t he 
McCullogh Mountains to the east, however, have been affected by extension and detachment 
faulting that has been dated as Miocene age between 16.5 and 11.0 million years (USGS 2006).  
The Clark Mountain Range appears to be a hi gh-standing, partially detachment fault-bounded, 
undeformed zone that remained after major east- and west-directed detachment faulting 
occurred.  The adjacent Ivanpah Valley, with a lakebed elevation of 2,602 feet could be primarily 
a product of the same relatively recent regional extension and normal listric faulting.  

Speculation that Shadow Valley, located on the opposite side of the Clark Mountain Range from 
Ivanpah V alley, i s a M iocene bas in t hat dev eloped i n par tial r esponse t o s trike-slip f aulting 
(Prave and McMackin 1999) complicates the picture.  The Pahrump Valley Fault Zone and t he 
Stateline Fault, which are interpreted to have a strike-slip sense of motion, border the east side 
of Ivanpah Valley.  Strike-slip faulting, therefore, could be partly responsible for the formation of 
Ivanpah Valley, although extensional tectonics remains the primary factor. 

 

Local Geological Description of the Stateline Project Site 
The following di scussion o f t he S tateline Solar Far m s ite en compasses g eologic c onditions 
applicable to the Proposed Action and the other action alternatives.  The project site is located 
on the west side of the Ivanpah Valley on a broad alluvial bajada deposited on the eastern flank 
of t he C lark M ountain R ange, and i s ad jacent t o t he nor th-northwestern s ide o f Ivanpah D ry 
Lake.  Portions of the project study area encompass portions of the Ivanpah Dry Lake.  Clasts of 
alluvial and f luvial or igin ar e pr edominantly c omposed of  pr e-Cambrian t o M esozoic g ranitic, 
metamorphic, and carbonate rocks derived from sources in the mountain ranges located to the 
north and w est ( USGS 2006).  The Quaternary s ediments ov erlie r ocks o f s imilar a ge and  
composition t o t he s ource r ocks i n t he C lark M ountain R ange. O utcrops o f carbonate 
(Limestone Hill) and m etamorphic rocks (Metamorphic Hill) are located to the west of the 
Stateline Solar Farm site, indicating that alluvial fan sediments are relatively thin in the project 
study area. 

 

Soils 
Two soil map units are present on the proposed project site and three additional soil map units 
are l ocated ad jacent to the s ite, ac cording to t he U .S. D epartment o f A griculture’s ( USDA’s) 
Natural R esources C onservation S ervice Web Soil S urvey ( USDA 201 2).  The pr edominant 
soils in t he project area are al luvial Arizo Series loamy sands der ived f rom metamorphic and 
sedimentary rock that form on fan aprons, remnants, and drainages.  The northern portion of the 
site is covered by the Colosseum association soils.  The Colosseum Series soils are fine sandy 
loams underlain by gravelly sandy loams and are derived from limestone and dolomite and form 
on fan remnants, skirts, and drainages (USDA 2012). 

Soil map units in the immediate vicinity of  the project site include the Copperworld association 
(derived from metamorphic rock) on the range to the southwest of the project area, the Umberci-
Rock outcrop association (derived from limestone and dolomite) on the range to the north of the 
project ar ea, and T ypic H aplosalids ( lacustrine s ediments der ived f rom v olcanic and  
sedimentary rock) located in the Ivanpah Dry Lake to the east of the project area (USDA 2012).  
The soils on and surrounding the project site are depicted in Figure 3.14-1.  
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In J une 2008 , G eosphere C onsultants, Inc. conducted a geotechnical s tudy of  the p roposed 
project site for Optisolar, Inc. (subsequently acquired by First Solar).  During the geological field 
survey, Geosphere Consultants made 13 shallow exploratory borings to a maximum depth of 9 
feet below the ground surface.  The geologic materials encountered in the borings were visually 
classified according to the United Soil Classification System.  Eleven borings were classified as 
“Qal” consisting of young alluvial fan deposits from two distinct fan units.  These soils occupy 
the majority of the project site and “consist of fine to coarse sand and silty sand, with varying 
amounts of gravel and cobbles” (Geosphere Consultants 2008).  Grain size in the alluvial fan 
units becomes finer as the fan approaches the Ivanpah Lakebed.  One boring (boring 5) was 
classified as “Ql” consisting of Quaternary lakebed deposits and one (boring 3) was classified as 
both Q al and Q l.  According to Geosphere C onsultants, “ [t]he central portion o f t he s ite i s 
composed of lakebed deposits associated with Ivanpah Lake” (Geosphere Consultants 2008).  
The lakebed deposits consisted of “sandy clay to sandy silt, which varied from dry at the surface 
to damp at a depth of three feet” (Geosphere Consultants 2008).   

Other soil and alluvial units Geosphere Consultants classified on the project site include artificial 
fill (Qaf), young alluvial stream deposits (Qya), colluvium deposits (Qcol), and older alluvial fan 
deposits (Qc).  Artificial fill is found on and around roadways, earthen berms, and railways within 
the project site.  Young alluvial stream deposits are found within observed active natural 
drainages (generally consistent with the mapped alluvial fans) on the site and consist of “silty 
sand and s andy gravel, with varying content of coarse sand, gravel, and cobbles” (Geosphere 
Consultants 2008).  Colluvium deposits (consisting of rock fragments 3 to 4 i nches in size) are 
found on and  ar ound t he P recambrian bedrock outcrop southwest o f the pr oject ar ea.  Older 
alluvial fan depositions include Pleistocene nonmarine sediments from the Clark and Lucy Gray 
Mountains located west and eas t of the site respectively.  T wo distinct older fan deposits were 
identified bas ed on c last t ype and m atrix c omposition.  The upper  3  t o 6 i nches o f t hese 
deposits a re bl anketed by  a des ert pav ement c onsisting o f manganese and i ron ox idized 
coatings (Geosphere Consultants 2008).   

The m ajority of  t he s oils on t he pr oject s ite h ave a low pot ential f or expansion and a  l ow 
concentration of water-soluble sulfates.  The lakebed soils (Ql) have a high expansion potential 
and a high concentration of sulfates.  Laboratory testing indicates the lakebed soils also have 
the pot ential t o be  mildly t o ex tremely corrosive for ferrous metals i n contact w ith t hese soils 
(Geosphere Consultants 2008). 

 

Geology 
The mountain r ange to the nor th o f t he project s ite and t he rock ou tcrop ad jacent to t he 
southwestern project corner are composed of Paleozoic and Precambrian metamorphosed 
sedimentary rock and crystalline bedrock.  These units underlie the site “at considerable depth” 
(Geosphere Consultants 2008). 

Two small bedrock hills are located adjacent on the alluvial fan to the west of the project study 
area.  All l iterature s ources agr ee that the s mall r idge o f c arbonate r ocks (Limestone Hill)  is 
Paleozoic i n ag e, and  t he hi lls c omposed o f m etamorphic r ocks (Metamorphic Hill)  are ea rly 
pre-Cambrian to Cambrian in age (CDMG 1961; CDMG 1967). Jennings (CDMG 1961) maps 
the carbonate rocks as undivided marine limestone and dolomite of either the Riggs Formation, 
which occurs only in the Silurian Hills to the northwest beyond the Clark Mountain Range, or the 
early C ambrian t o D evonian G oodsprings D olomite. Exposures o f t he Goodsprings D olomite, 
which i s des cribed as  a dar k gray, fine-grained, t hick-bedded an d l ocally m ottled dol omite 
(CDMG 1961; CDMG 1967), are abundant in the Clark Mountain Range several miles north of 
the pr oject s ite (CDMG 1967) . The unit generally l acks fossils, except for echinoderm plates.  
McCleod (2007) speculates that the carbonate bedrock belongs to the Mississippian age Monte 
Cristo Limestone o r Pennsylvanian ag e B ird Spring Formation. Both uni ts ar e m apped i n t he 



DESERT STATELINE SOLAR FARM PROJECT 
3.14 SOIL RESOURCES 

 

NOVEMBER 2012 3.14-4 DRAFT EIS/EIR 

Clark Mountain Range to the north (CDMG 1961; CDMG 1967). The basal portions of the Bird 
Spring Formation and certain members of the Monte Cristo Limestone contain abundant marine 
fossils. The lack of fossils in the outcrop near the project site makes positive determination of  
the age and formation of the rocks difficult. 

 

Site-Specific Geologic Hazards Description 
The primary geologic hazards at the Stateline Solar Farm project site include ground shaking 
and faulting r elated to seismic ac tivity; l iquefaction; s ettlement d ue to c ompressible s oils, 
subsidence; hy drocompaction; dy namic c ompaction; and t he po ssible pr esence o f ex pansive 
clay soils. The potential hazards can be effectively mitigated through facility design as required 
by the California Building Code (2007). 

The geotechnical survey conducted by Geosphere Consultants in 2008 considered some of the 
potential geologic hazards that could occur at the project site.  Review of the geotechnical report 
and independent research (including review of available geologic maps, reports, and databases) 
indicate that the possibility of  geologic hazards affecting the operation of the solar farm during 
its pr actical des ign l ife i s l ow. H owever, an ex panded, s ite-specific g eotechnical investigation 
should be conducted to more thoroughly investigate the on-site geologic conditions. 

 

Faulting and Seismicity 
The M ojave D esert P rovince of  s outhern C alifornia, i n w hich t he s olar farm pr oject s ite i s 
located, is a s eismically active area of  regional strike-slip faulting and extensional tectonics.  
The BLM reviewed the Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zone map database (California Geological 
Survey 2010b)  and t he Fault Activity Map of California (California G eological S urvey 2010c ). 
The project site does not lie within an earthquake fault zone as defined by the Alquist-Priolo Act 
of 1972 (California Geological Survey 2010b) and no active faults are shown on published maps 
as crossing the project site boundary. 

A review of published geologic maps indicates that three faults are located in the Ivanpah Valley 
area, although none of these faults is currently considered active.  To the east of the project site 
is t he Q uaternary S tateline f ault t hat t rends nor thwest-southeast r oughly par allel t o t he 
California-Nevada state line.  This fault is mapped as concealed beneath the alluvial deposits in 
the valley (California Geological Survey 2010c).  The Stateline Fault has been interpreted to be 
a r ight-lateral s trike-slip structure w ith some vertical m ovement ( USGS 2006) .  This fault has  
had m ovement i n the early t o m iddle P leistocene ( 700,000 to 1 ,600,000 y ears) (California 
Geological Survey 2010c).  The fault borders the east side of Ivanpah Valley, and c rosses the 
valley north of the solar farm project site.  Several small older faults are located within the range 
of mountains no rth o f t he pr oject ar ea, and the Ivanpah Faul t i s l ocated s everal m iles t o t he 
west (California G eological S urvey 2010a).  N o k nown r ecent s urface r upture has been  
associated with any of t hese f aults; however because several of these faults are pot entially 
active, moderate ground shaking could occur at the solar farm project site as a result of 
earthquakes on any of these faults or as a result of regional earthquake activity. 

The closest active faults to the project site are the Death Valley and Garlock Faults in California 
located approximately 50 miles to the west (Geosphere Consultants 2008).  Movement on the 
north-northwest-striking Death Valley Fault is normal, and i s related to extensional tectonics in 
the Great Basin, coupled with right-lateral s trike-slip, r elated to San A ndreas-style transform 
faulting. The Garlock Fault i s a m ajor eas t-west-striking, l eft-lateral s trike-slip f ault, al so 
associated with regional transform faulting to the west (California Geological Survey 2010c). 

The proposed project site does not lie within a des ignated earthquake fault zone as defined by 
the A lquist-Priolo A ct o f 1972 and no faults have been m apped within t he pr oject ar ea 
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(California Geological Survey 2010b). The site is located in Seismic Risk Zone 4.  The potential 
for ground rupture at the site remains low; there are no active faults on the project site and both 
the Stateline and the Ivanpah faults are several miles distant from the site.  Ground acceleration 
from rupture of the Stateline fault system could be fairly high; however, the California Building 
Code es tablishes a hi gh s tandard t hat m ust be f ollowed f or s eismic design i n t he S tate of 
California.  Because of the low occupancy of the project site, the risk to human life and safety is 
low, even if a major earthquake were to occur along the Stateline fault.  The Alquist-Priolo Act of 
1972 and subsequent California state law (California Code of Regulations 2001) require that all 
occupied structures be set back 50 feet or more from the surface trace of an active fault.  Since 
no ac tive f aults hav e been doc umented w ithin t he S tateline s ite, s etbacks w ould not  be 
required.  The construction and design of buildings storing hazardous materials would meet the 
seismic requirements of the Uniform Building Code and the California Building Code.  No on-site 
bulk storage of chemicals is expected (First Solar 2011). 

 

Liquefaction 
Liquefaction generally occurs in f ine- to medium-grained saturated, loose granular (particularly 
sandy and also silty) soils during or after strong seismic ground shaking.  Strong seismic ground 
shaking shifts the granular soils causing densification of the soils.  The densification results in 
an increase in the internal pore pressure causing the soil to liquefy and loose shear strength.  
This generally oc curs w ithin t he uppe r 40 to 5 0 feet o f s oil bec ause at deeper  dept hs t he 
intergranular pr essure i s higher.  Liquefaction of t he soils can i nduce l ateral spreading o f the 
soils, sand boils, lurching, and aerial and differential settlement and can therefore cause loss of 
foundation support for overlying structures. 

 

Dynamic Compaction 
The vibration associated with seismic ground-shaking events can cause dynamic compaction of 
unconsolidated granular materials in soils. As described above, the vibration causes a decrease 
in soil volume and a corresponding increase in soil density, as the soil grains are rearranged by 
the s haking.  The dec rease i n volume can result i n s ettlement o f ov erlying s tructures. A n 
expanded g eotechnical investigation c ould det ermine t he potential f or and m itigation o f the 
effects of dynamic compaction of site soils during an earthquake. 

 

Hydrocompaction 
Young soils t hat w ere deposited r apidly i n a s aturated s tate ( often by  a flash flood) may be  
subject to hydrocompaction (also known as hydro-collapse).  S uch soils dry quickly leaving an 
unconsolidated, low density deposit with a high percentage of voids.  Foundations built on these 
types of compressible materials can settle excessively, particularly when landscaping irrigation 
or ot her s oil s aturation dissolves t he w eak c ementation o f t he soil s tructure.  A n ex panded 
geotechnical investigation could determine t he pot ential f or and mitigation o f t he e ffects of 
hydrocompaction of site soils. 

 

Subsidence 
Local s ubsidence i n t he f orm o f s inkholes has  been obs erved al ong t he nor thern ed ge of 
Ivanpah Dry Lake near the solar farm project site.  Subsidence and sinkholes can be at tributed 
to a number of causes, and the specific cause of this subsidence in Ivanpah Valley was 
evaluated by  t he gr oundwater consultant for t he developments i n P rimm, Nevada ( Broadbent 
2009).  I n t his case, Broadbent concluded t hat dehydration of  c lays bet ween t he soil surface 
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and the water table that can result in a major loss of volume, and thus the collapse of overlying 
soils is believed to be the cause (Broadbent 2009). Broadbent also considered the potential for 
groundwater extraction and lowering of the water table associated with the Primm Casino and/or 
Primm Valley Golf Course wells to have caused the subsidence.  However, the report concluded 
that the groundwater extraction was not the cause for two reasons.  First, the amount of drop in 
the water table in the area is in the range of 5 feet, and this is much lower than the amount of 
drop obs erved i n ot her l ocations w here g roundwater ex traction i s k nown t o ha ve r esulted i n 
subsidence. The second observation in the Broadbent (2009) report is that the area of 
subsidence is located more than 3 miles from the Primm Casino and Primm Valley Golf Course 
wells.  An e xpanded g eotechnical survey could assess t he pot ential f or and m itigation o f t he 
effects of consolidation settlement at the site. Subsidence may occur when human settlements 
draw down desert aquifers faster than the aquifers can replenish (Sneed and Brandt 2007). 

 

Expansive Soils 
Soil expansion occurs when clay-rich soils with an affinity for water exist in-place at a moisture 
content bel ow t heir pl astic l imit.  T he addi tion of m oisture ( from i rrigation, c apillary t ension, 
water line breaks, etc.) causes an increase in the overall volume of the soil as the clays collect 
water molecules in their structure. This increase in volume can correspond to expansion of the 
soil and c an r esult i n m ovement o f ov erlying s tructural i mprovements.  A n ex panded 
geotechnical survey can determine the potential for and mitigation of the effects of expansive 
soils on the site. 

 

Landslides 
The pr oject s ite and  s urrounding ar ea i s generally f lat w ith t he exception o f the range to the 
north and the rock outcrop to the southwest.  No evidence of landslide activity was identified on 
the project site during the geotechnical survey or during review of the published l iterature and 
aerial photographs (Geosphere Consultants 2008). 

 

3.14.2 Applicable Regulations, Plan, and Standards 
3.14.2.1 Federal 
Federal Land P olicy a nd M anagement Act o f 1976 as Amended (FLPMA). The FLP MA 
establishes policy and goals to be followed in the administration of public lands by the BLM. The 
intent of FLPMA is to protect and administer public lands within the framework of a program of 
multi-use and s ustained y ield, and t he m aintenance of  env ironmental q uality. P articular 
emphasis i s pl aced on t he protection o f t he quality of  s cientific, s cenic, historical, ec ological, 
environmental, air and atmospheric, water resources and archaeological values. FLPMA is also 
charged with the protection of life and safety from natural hazards. 

 

California D esert C onservation A rea (CDCA) Plan. The CDCA  P lan d efines multiple-use 
classes for BLM-managed lands within the CDCA, which includes land area encompassing the 
proposed Stateline site. With respect to geological resources, the CDCA Plan aims to maintain 
the availability of mineral resources on public lands for exploration and development. 
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3.14.2.2 State 
International Building Code. The 2006 International Building Code (IBC) is a model building 
code developed by the International Code Council (ICC) that sets rules specifying the minimum 
acceptable level of  safety for constructed objects such as bui ldings in the United States. As a 
model bui lding code, the IBC has no legal status unt il i t is adopted or adapted by government 
regulation. C alifornia ha s adopt ed t he IBC. The I BC w as de veloped t o c onsolidate ex isting 
building c odes i nto one uni form c ode t hat pr ovides m inimum s tandards t o ens ure t he publ ic 
safety, heal th and welfare insofar as  they are a ffected by  bui lding construction and t o secure 
safety to life and property from all hazards incident to the occupancy of buildings, structures and 
premises. With some exceptions, the California Building Code discussed below is based on the 
IBC. 

 
California Building Code. The California B uilding C ode ( California Building C ode 2007)  
includes a s eries o f s tandards t hat ar e used i n pr oject i nvestigation, design and c onstruction 
(including grading and erosion control). The California Building Code 2007 Edition is based on 
the 2006 ICB as  published by  t he International C ode C ouncil, w ith t he addi tion o f more 
extensive s tructural s eismic pr ovisions. C hapter 16 of  the California B uilding C ode contains 
definitions of seismic sources and the procedure used to calculate seismic forces on structures. 

 

Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act. The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act 
of 1972 regulates development and c onstruction of buildings intended for human occupancy to 
avoid the hazard of surface fault rupture. This act provides mitigations against surface fault 
rupture o f known ac tive faults beneat h oc cupied s tructures, and requires di sclosure o f the 
presence o f any  s eismic faults to po tential r eal es tate buy ers and a  5 0-foot s etback for new  
occupied buildings. The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act helps define where fault 
rupture is most likely to occur. This act groups faults into categories of active, potentially active 
and inactive. 

 

Seismic-Hazards Mapping Act. The Seismic Hazards Mapping Act of 1990 directs the 
California Geological Survey to del ineate seismic hazard zones. The purpose of this ac t i s t o 
reduce the threat to publ ic heal th and s afety and t o m inimize the loss o f l ife and pr operty by  
identifying and mitigating s eismic hazards. These s eismic haz ards i nclude ar eas t hat ar e 
subject to the effects of strong ground shaking such as liquefaction, landslides, tsunamis and 
seiches. C ities, c ounties, and s tate a gencies a re di rected to us e s eismic haz ard z one m aps 
developed b y t he California G eological S urvey i n t heir l and us e pl anning and per mitting 
processes. This act requires that site-specific geotechnical investigations be per formed prior to 
permitting most urban development projects within seismic hazard zones. 

 

3.14.2.3 Local 
San Bernardino County General Plan and Development Code.  The County’s General Plan 
mandates compliance with a number of development standards, including safety requirements. 
The c ounty al so i ncorporates s tandards and pr ovisions es tablished b y t he California B uilding 
Code (2007).  The San Bernardino County General Plan is not applicable to projects on 
Federally-owned public lands 
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Grading i n S an B ernardino C ounty i s s ubject t o terms and  c onditions o f S an B ernardino 
County’s General Plan, Development Code and California Building Code, based upon the 2006 
International Building Code. Although the proposed site is located on federal land, county 
regulations for public health and safety are considered to be applicable to the project. If a county 
grading permit is required, the grading plan would need to be completed in compliance with San 
Bernardino County’s General Plan and Development Code. 
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3.15 Special Designations 
3.15.1 Environmental Setting 
This s ection des cribes the s pecial des ignations in and ar ound the p roposed Stateline S olar 
facility ( Proposed A ction or  P roject) pr oject s ite. T he following di scussion addr esses ex isting 
special designations in the proposed facility area, and ex isting laws and regulations relevant to 
special designations. 

 

3.15.1.1 Regional Setting 
The Proposed Action would be l ocated in t he I vanpah Valley in northeastern San Bernardino 
County.  The project site is located within the CDCA, but is not otherwise in an ar ea specially-
designated by  B LM.  The pr oposed facility site i s l ocated within one  m ile of  t he S tateline 
Wilderness and the Mesquite Wilderness, and approximately two miles west of the Ivanpah 
DWMA.  The proposed facility would be visible from these special land use areas.  Figure 3.15-
1 displays these specially designated areas in relation to the project site. 

 
3.15.1.2 Project Setting 
The Project would be l ocated en tirely on B LM-administered l ands i n Ivanpah V alley.  A n ew 
high-voltage transmission l ine, known as the Eldorado-Ivanpah Transmission Project (EITP) is 
currently under  c onstruction, and w ill cross t he pr oposed s ite.  Undeveloped r ange l and i s 
currently present on the proposed facility location. Additionally, three BLM rough bladed or two-
tracked surface roads cross the proposed site.  Current and hi storic uses of the proposed site 
include open space, off-road recreational vehicle activities, hunting, hiking, and c amping.  The 
proposed facility would be located in the Mojave Desert bioregion. Onsite vegetation consists of 
Mojave creosote bush scrub, Desert saltbush scrub, and Dry lake bed/playa habitat. 

No designated Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance exists 
within the project area (DOC 2008). No Williamson Act Contract land is present and no f orest 
land des ignated by  t he C alifornia D epartment o f For estry and Fi re P rotection or  t he U nited 
States Department of Agriculture, Forest Service exists on the project site. 

 

3.15.1.3 Areas of  C ritical E nvironmental C oncern ( ACEC) and D esert W ildlife 
Management Area (DWMA) 

The BLM uses the ACEC designation to highlight public land areas where special management 
attention i s nec essary to pr otect and pr event i rreparable dam age t o: i mportant hi storical, 
cultural, and scenic values; fish or wildlife resources; or other natural systems or processes. The 
ACEC designation may also be used to protect human life and safety from natural hazards. The 
BLM identifies, evaluates, and des ignates ACECs through i ts resource management planning 
process. Allowable management practices and uses, mitigation, and use limitations, if any, are 
described in the planning document. 

A DWMA is a type of ACEC specifically designated for the protection of wildlife resources.  The 
establishment of DWMAs for the protection of desert tortoises was recommended in the Desert 
Tortoise (Mojave Population) Recovery Plan (USFWS 1994). 

 

Ivanpah DWMA.  The 37,280 ac Ivanpah DWMA is located approximately two miles to the east 
of the proposed P roject.  The I vanpah D WMA is m anaged by  B LM, and was es tablished 
through the 2002 NEMO, an amendment to the 1980 CDCA Plan.  The DWMA was established 
in r esponse t o t he l isting o f t he des ert tortoise as  t hreatened under  the s tate and Feder al 
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Endangered Species Acts, designation of critical habitat for the desert tortoise, and publ ication 
of the 1994 Recovery Plan for Desert Tortoise (USFWS 1994). 

The NEMO Plan amendments established the Ivanpah DWMA to encompass the northeastern 
portion o f the I vanpah C ritical H abitat U nit for t he des ert t ortoise i n Ivanpah V alley.  T he 
northeastern po rtion o f the uni t i s t he por tion l ocated t o the eas t o f I -15, and por tions o f t he 
DWMA are located within 2 miles of the proposed Stateline facility. 

The proposed Project is located within the 29,110 acre Northern Ivanpah Valley Unit, which was 
not included within the DWMA.  This area is designated BLM Class I desert tortoise habitat, but 
is not designated as critical habitat by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS).  At the time 
of the NEMO Plan amendment, this area was not included within the Ivanpah DWMA because it 
is separated from other desert tortoise populations by Interstate 15 and Ivanpah Dry Lake. 

A c omponent o f the Proposed Action would include expanding the bo undary of t he Ivanpah 
DWMA t o i nclude a por tion o f t he N orthern I vanpah V alley U nit i n t he DWMA.  The por tion 
proposed to be i ncluded in the DWMA would be comprised of the area of the unit which is not 
currently under development or consideration for development (i.e., the entire unit without the 
land area of the Ivanpah SEGS facility, Joint Port of Entry, Desert X press, or the proposed 
Project.  If both the solar facility ROW grant and the modified DWMA are implemented, then the 
Proposed Action would be located directly adjacent to, and surrounded on all sides by, the 
DWMA. 

 

Mesquite Lake ACEC.  The Mesquite Lake ACEC, managed by BLM, is located approximately 
10 m iles to the no rtheast o f t he pr oposed P roject, on t he ot her s ide of t he C lark M ountain 
Range.  The ACEC was designated through the CDCA Plan of 1980 to protect archaeological 
resources.  D ense m esquite t hickets gr owing ar ound t he per iphery of  a P leistocene l akebed 
represent an ex cellent s ubsistence r esource t o N ative A mericans ex ploiting t he nat ural 
resources of the Mesquite Lake area.  The ACEC is 7,251 acres in size. 

 

Clark Mountain ACEC.  The Clark Mountain ACEC, managed by the National Park Service, is 
located approximately 8 miles to the southwest of the proposed solar facility.  The ACEC was 
designated through the CDCA Plan to protect natural and c ultural values.  The Clark Mountain 
ACEC has  di verse s cenic v istas, di verse pl ant c ommunities, w ildlife populations, and c ultural 
resource values.  The ACEC is 4,234 acres in size. 

 

3.15.1.4 Back Country Byways 
No Back Country Byways are located within the vicinity of the proposed facility. 

 

3.15.1.5 National Recreation Areas 
Ivanpah D ry Lake.   Although no t des ignated as a nat ional r ecreation ar ea, the Ivanpah D ry 
Lake was designated in the CDCA Plan for non-motorized, open-space recreational activities.  
The BLM issues both Special Recreation Permits and casual use permits for recreational use of 
the Dry Lake for land sailing and k ite buggy use.  The Dry Lake is the location of National and 
International Land S ailing Regattas. Additionally, world speed trials in which land sailing speed 
records have been set occur on I vanpah Dry Lake. The Dry Lake is also used for photography 
and film projects, for both recreational and commercial purposes. Additional recreational 
activities include long distance bow and arrow target shooting, hang gliding, and model rocket 
and airplane flying. BLM issues approximately 250 permits per year for recreational activities on 
the Dry Lake. 
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Jean Leak/Roach Lake Special Recreation Management Area (SRMA).  The proposed 
facility would be l ocated within a few miles of the 216,300 acre Jean Lake/Roach Lake SRMA, 
which is located in Nevada on the north side of Primm.  The Jean Lake/Roach Lake SRMA was 
established in the BLM Las Vegas Resource Management Plan (BLM 1998) for intensive 
recreation opportunities, including competitive OHV and other recreational events.   

 

3.15.1.6 National Scenic and Historic Trails 
The project area does not include any trails designated as National Scenic and Historic Trails. A 
branch o f t he M ojave R oad, a B LM-designated open route that pas ses within 2 m iles to t he 
southeast of the proposed Project, generally follows the historic route of the Mojave Trail.  The 
Mojave Road is a total of 128 miles long, and passes west from the Yates Well Road exit on I -
15 into the Mojave National Preserve. 

 

3.15.1.7 Wild and Scenic Rivers 
No wild and scenic rivers are located within the vicinity of the proposed facility. 

 

3.15.1.8 Wilderness Areas 
National Wilderness Areas, designated by Congress, are defined by the Wilderness Act of 1964 
as places “where the earth and its community of life are untrammeled by man, where man 
himself i s a v isitor who does not  remain.”  Designation i s ai med a t ensuring these l ands ar e 
preserved and protected in their natural condition.  Wilderness Areas, which are generally 5,000 
acres or more in size, offer outstanding opportunities for solitude or a primitive and unc onfined 
type of  r ecreation; s uch ar eas m ay al so c ontain ec ological, g eological, or  ot her f eatures that 
have scientific, scenic, or historical value.  

With some exceptions, commercial enterprises, construction of temporary or permanent roads, 
use of motorized vehicles and other mechanical transport, aircraft landings, and construction of 
structures and other installations may not occur in wilderness areas. 

 

Stateline Wilderness. The S tateline Wilderness c omprises appr oximately 7, 000 ac res at t he 
eastern end of the Clark Mountain Range near Primm.  The area includes rugged limestone and 
Dolomite Mountains with creosote brush and bursage, yucca, Joshua tree, and pinyon-juniper 
habitat.  R ecreation uses o f t he S tateline Wilderness include hiking, camping, rock hounding, 
photography, and backpacking. The proposed Project would be located 1 mile to the south of 
the Stateline Wilderness, and would be visible from this special land use area. 

 

Mesquite Wilderness.  The M esquite Wilderness c omprises approximately 44, 800 ac res, 
including por tions o f the M esquite M ountains, M esquite V alley, and Clark M ountain range.  
Dominant vegetation types include creosote brush-sage, blackbrush, Joshua tree, and pinyon-
juniper.  Recreation uses of the Mesquite Wilderness include hiking, horseback riding, camping, 
rock hounding, photography, and bac kpacking.  The proposed Project would be l ocated 2 m ile 
to the east of the Mesquite Wilderness, and would be visible from the area. 

 

3.15.1.9 Planning Areas 
CDCA Plan.  The proposed Project would be l ocated in an a rea governed by the CDCA Plan. 
The 25 m illion-acre CDCA  is  a  s pecial p lanning ar ea administered by  the B LM t hat c ontains 
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over 12 million acres of public lands within the California Desert, which includes the Mojave, the 
Sonoran, and a s mall p ortion o f t he G reat B asin D eserts. The g oal o f the C DCA P lan i s t o 
provide f or ec onomic, educational, s cientific, and r ecreational us es of publ ic l ands an d 
resources in the CDCA in a m anner that enhances use without diminishing the environmental, 
cultural, and  aes thetic values of  the de sert. The C DCA P lan, as  a mended, i dentifies solar 
energy development as an authorized us e of public l ands, consistent with the Plan and the 
NEPA.  Consequently, public l ands l ocated i n t he CDCA ar e not  r estricted from solar energy 
development.  

 
California Desert District.  The mission of the California Desert District (CDD) of the BLM is to 
protect t he nat ural, hi storic, r ecreational and ec onomic r iches o f the California D esert for 
generations t o c ome. I n 1976,  t he U nited S tates C ongress c reated t he C DCA, which c overs 
nearly one q uarter o f t he S tate.  As one of  t he g overnment’s pr imary aut horities f or t he 
management of public lands, the BLM, through the CDD, acts as steward for 10.4 million acres 
of this 26 million-acre preserve.  In an effort to providing the most benefit to the most people 
while pr eserving t his r ugged and aw e i nspiring l andscape, t he C DD d eveloped a  bal anced, 
multiple-use plan to guide the management of this vast expanse of land. The plan, completed in 
1980 w ith t he hel p of  t he publ ic, di vides t he des ert i nto m ultiple-use cl asses. These cl asses 
were created in order to define areas in critical need of protection, while allowing for the use and 
development of less-vital parts of the desert 

 

3.15.1.10 Wilderness Study Areas 
No Wilderness Study Areas are located within the vicinity of the proposed facility. 

 

3.15.1.11 Wilderness Inventory 
BLM evaluated their 1979 Wilderness Inventory of the project area in 2010 (BLM 2010).  The 
proposed facility l ocation falls w ithin Wilderness I nventory Unit CDCA 226.   The access road 
also pas ses t hrough Wilderness I nventory U nit 231.  I n 1979,  an ev aluation det ermined t hat 
imprints o f man w ere s ubstantially not iceable i n bot h uni ts, and that t he ar ea di d no t hav e 
outstanding oppor tunities f or s olitude or  r ecreation.  T he 2010 as sessment c oncluded t hat 
additional development had occurred in both units since 1979, including additional underground 
facilities (pipelines and f iber optic lines), new mining claims, and new designations of “open” on 
existing routes.  O verall, the area was determined to not have the wilderness characteristic of 
naturalness, and did not have outstanding opportunities for solitude or recreation. 

 

3.15.1.12 Donated Lands 
The BLM can be the recipient and t rustee of land donated by individuals or groups. Often such 
lands are donated with the expressed interest of preserving the resources that characterize 
these l ands. In so doing, a restrictive instrument s uch as a conservation easement or deed 
restriction is attached to the donation and land that would control its use, often in terms of 
prohibiting development or change to the landscape. There is no record of such a donation and 
accompanying restrictive instrument associated with the proposed Stateline Solar facility. 
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3.15.2 Applicable Regulations, Plan, and Standards 
3.15.2.1 Federal 
National Landscape Conservation System  
The National Landscape Conservation System (NLCS) is the pr imary management framework 
for specially designated lands or Special Management Areas (SMAs).  In June 2000, the NLCS 
was created by the BLM to bring some of the agency’s premier areas into a single system. The 
NLCS designations include National Monuments, National Conservation Areas, Designated 
Wilderness Areas and Wilderness Study Areas, National Scenic and Historic Trails, and Wild, 
Scenic, and Recreational Rivers.  Other special areas managed by the BLM outside of the 
NLCS framework include ACECs, DWMAs, Research Natural Areas, National Natural 
Landmarks, National Recreation Trails, and a variety of other area designations. 

The B LM m anages c ertain l ands under  i ts jurisdiction t hat po ssess u nique and i mportant 
historical, anthropological, ecological, biological, geological, and paleontological features. These 
features i nclude undi sturbed wilderness t racts, c ritical habi tat, nat ural env ironments, open  
spaces, s cenic l andscapes, hi storic l ocations, cultural l andmarks, and pal eontologically r ich 
regions. Special management is administered with the intent to preserve, protect, and evaluate 
these significant components of our national heritage. Most special areas are either designated 
by an Act of Congress or by Presidential Proclamation, or are created under BLM administrative 
procedures. 

 

3.15.2.2 State 
Special designations refer specifically to the BLM and are not relevant to State government.  

 

3.15.2.3 San Bernardino County 
Special des ignations refer s pecifically t o t he B LM and ar e not  r elevant t o S an B ernardino 
County. 
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3.16 Transportation and Public Access 
This section describes existing conditions related to transportation and public access, including 
applicable pl ans, pol icies, and regulations. Information c ontained w ithin t his s ection w as 
provided primarily by the T raffic Study for the Stateline Solar Farm Project, San B ernardino 
County, California (First Solar 2012m). 

Typical c onstruction traffic w ould c onsist o f t rucks t ransporting c onstruction e quipment and  
materials to and from the site and vehicles of management and construction employees during 
the construction period. The project site is in a remote area and all materials have to be brought 
from large distances; personnel w ould have to travel either from other par ts o f C alifornia or 
Nevada. All traffic would utilize I-15 for regional travel and the I-15/Yates Well Road Interchange 
to access the site.  

Section 4. 16 discusses t he t ransportation and  publ ic ac cess i mpacts t hat w ould oc cur w ith 
implementation of the Proposed Action and alternatives. 

 

3.16.1 Environmental Setting 
Regional and Local Roadway Facilities 
Interstate 15 (I-15).  I-15 is a north-south divided freeway linking Los Angeles, California, to Las 
Vegas, Nevada. I-15 also extends from San Diego, California through Nevada, Utah, Idaho, and 
Montana.  Access from I-15 to the project site is provided via Yates Well Road. At this location I-
15 consists of two lanes in each direction.  

Yates Well Road.  Yates Well Road is a two-lane east-west local road providing direct access 
to I -15.  Yates Well Road pr imarily provides access from I -15 to the Primm Valley Golf C lub, 
which has two 18-hole golf courses, and to off-road recreation areas in the vicinity of the project 
site. Y ates Well R oad also pr ovides ac cess to ar eas ea st o f I-15; ho wever, i t bec omes a n 
unpaved roadway approximately 200 feet east of the I-15 northbound ramps. The ramp terminal 
intersections at the I-15/Yates Well Road Interchange are stop-controlled. No other controlled 
intersections exist on Yates Well Road in the vicinity of the project site.  

Silverton Road.  Silverton Road is a two-directional local road located east of and ad jacent to 
the Primm Valley Golf Club. The terminus of Silverton Road will be the primary access point to 
the project site. The portion of Silverton Road between Yates Well Road and Dalmatia Road is 
paved, but is not striped and does not have shoulders. The portion of Silverton Road north of  
Dalmatia Road is an unpaved dirt road. 

Sweet Bay Drive.  Sweet Bay Drive is a paved extension of Yates Well Road north of Silverton 
Road.  I t i s an uns triped, t wo-directional l ocal road t hat p rovides access t o the P rimm Valley 
Golf Club. 

 

3.16.1.1 Existing Traffic Volumes 
Yates Well Road is primarily used by patrons and employees of the Primm Valley Golf Club. In 
addition, off-road recreation enthusiasts use Yates Well Road to access a number of off-road 
recreation areas/facilities in t he area. Because Y ates Well Road primarily s erves the Primm 
Valley Golf Club, the traffic volumes on Y ates Well Road would be appr oximately equal to the 
vehicle trips generated by the Primm Valley Golf Club. While off-road recreation travel may add 
one or two vehicle trips to Yates Well Road during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours, it would be 
insignificant c ompared t o t he v ehicle t rips generated by  t he p atrons and em ployees of  t he 
Primm Valley Golf Club. The trip generation for the golf club was estimated using rates from the 
Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual (Eighth Edition; ITE 2008). In 
order to determine the existing traffic volumes on local roads serving the project site, the vehicle 
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trips generated by the Primm Valley Golf Club were distributed to I-15 via Yates Well Road and 
Silverton Road. Figure 3.16-1 shows the ex isting peak-hour t raffic volumes at  intersections in 
the t raffic ana lysis ar ea. T he estimated vehicle trips currently g enerated by  t he P rimm Valley 
Golf Course, based on the ITE trip rates, are provided in Table 3.16-1. 

 
Table 3.16-1. Primm Valley Golf Club Trip Generation 

Land Use Size Unit ADT 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

In  Out Total In  Out Total 
Trip Rate1 

Golf Course  Hole 35.74 1.76 0.47 2.23 1.25 1.53 2.78 
Trip Generation  
Primm Valley Golf 

Club 36 Hole 1,287 63 17 80 45 55 100 

Source: First Solar (2011). 
1 Trip rates referenced from the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), Trip Generation Manual, 8th Edition. 
ADT = average daily traffic 
 
The California Department of Transportation ( Caltrans) and the N evada Department o f 
Transportation (NDOT) provide traffic volumes for I-15.  Table 3.16-2 shows the Caltrans and 
NDOT traffic volumes for I-15 at the State line (east of the project study area). 

 

Table 3.16-2. Freeway Traffic Volumes 

Source I-15 at the California/Nevada State Line 

AADT Peak Hour Peak Direction 
Caltrans 37,000 5,228 (14.13% of AADT) 2,823 (54%) 

NDOT 39,000 4,992 (12.8% of AADT) 2,646 (53%) 
Sources: http://traffic-counts.dot.ca.gov/2009all/Route12-15i.htm (2009 Caltrans Traffic Count 
Data); http://traffic-counts.dot.ca.gov/2009kndfactors.pdf (2010 Caltrans Peak Hour Traffic 
Volume Data); and 2009 Annual Traffic Report, Nevada Department of Transportation. 
AADT = annual average daily traffic 
Caltrans = California Department of Transportation 
I-15 = Interstate 15 
NDOT = Nevada Department of Transportation 

Annual average daily traffic (AADT) is a commonly-used indicator of the daily traffic volume on a 
road, averaged over 12 months of the year.  The annual average daily truck volume on I-15 at 
the State line is approximately 6,645 trucks (Caltrans 2012), which is roughly 18 percent of the 
AADT.   

According to the NDOT, the monthly average daily traffic (ADT) on I-15 at the State line ranges 
from a low of 33,935 vehicles in January to a high of 46,558 vehicles in July.  During the course 
of a typical week, the lowest daily t raffic volume of 28,835 vehicles occurs on Tuesdays.  The 
two hi ghest daily traffic v olumes occur on  Friday and S unday, with 49, 516 ADT and 54, 246 
ADT, respectively.  Therefore, the most conservative estimate of traffic volumes on I -15 can be 
estimated by applying the Caltrans peak-hour and peak direction factors to the NDOT Thursday 
and Fr iday t raffic v olumes.  The N DOT da ta do not  i ndicate the p eak hou r or  di rection.  
According to Caltrans, the peak hour on I-15 is the p.m. peak hour in the northbound direction.  
Table 3.16-3 shows the weekday (Thursday) and Fr iday peak-hour traffic volumes on I -15 that 
were used in the analysis of potential traffic impacts on the I-15. 
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Table 3.16-3. Typical Weekday and Friday Peak Hour Traffic Volumes on I-15 

 Peak Hour 
(PM Peak 14.13%) 

Peak Direction 
(54% Northbound) 

Typical weekday 4,074 2,200 
Typical Friday 6,997 3,778 

Sources: http://traffic-counts.dot.ca.gov/2009all/Route12-15i.htm (2009 Caltrans Traffic Count Data); http://trafficcounts. 
dot.ca.gov/2009kndfactors.pdf (2010 Caltrans Peak Hour Traffic Volume Data); and 2009 Annual Traffic 
Report, Nevada Department of Transportation. 
ADT = average daily traffic 
I-15 = Interstate 15 
 
3.16.1.2 Existing Levels of Service 
Level of Service Methodology  
Level of service (LOS) is a qualitative measure used to describe operational conditions within a 
traffic s tream.  LOS i s us ed t o des cribe and quantify the c ongestion l evel on a par ticular 
roadway or intersection in terms of speed, travel time, and delay.  

 

Intersection LOS  
The 2000 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM; Transportation Research Board 2000) defines six 
levels of  s ervice for r oadways or  i ntersections, r anging from LO S A  ( the best ope rating 
conditions) to LOS F (the worst), corresponding to the number of seconds of delay experienced 
by dr ivers at  t he i ntersection.  E ach i ntersection i n t he traffic anal ysis ar ea i s controlled by  a  
stop sign in at least one direction. The two I-15 ramp intersections have a stop sign on the I-15 
off-ramp.  The intersection of Yates Well Road-Sweet Bay Drive/Silverton Road has a stop sign 
in t he s outhbound di rection.  A t s top-controlled i ntersections, s uch a s t hose i n t he traffic 
analysis ar ea, t he s econds of  del ay r efer t o t he del ay e xperienced by  dr ivers i n t he s top-
controlled direction(s) only. The relationship between LOS and delay is shown in Table 3.16-4. 

 
Table 3.16-4. Level of Service for Unsignalized Intersections 

Level of Service 
Unsignalized Intersection 
Average Delay per Vehicle 

(seconds) 

A ≤10  

B >10 and ≤ 15 

C >15 and ≤ 25 

D >25 and ≤ 35 

E >35 and ≤ 50 

F >50 

Source:  Highway Capacity Manual (2000) 

 
The County of San Bernardino uses the LOS criteria to assess the performance of its street and 
highway system and the capacity of roadway segments (County of San Bernardino 2007). The 
County’s T hreshold S tandards P olicy r equires t hat LO S D or bet ter be m aintained on  
intersections under the County’s jurisdiction. 
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Freeway LOS 
The freeway LOS on segments of I-15 adjacent to the project site was calculated based on the 
HCM methodology for Basic Freeway Segments.  LOS on a f reeway mainline is determined by 
the density of  vehicles on t he segment on a pas senger-cars-per-mile-per-lane (pc/mi/ln) basis. 
The calculations were performed using Highway Capacity Software (First Solar 2012m).  Table 
3.16-5 shows the LOS criteria for freeway segments. 

 
Table 3.16-5. Level of Service Criteria for Freeway Segments 

Level of Service 

Density (pc/mi/ln) for Basic 
Freeway Segments 

Average Delay per Vehicle 
(seconds) 

A ≤11 

B >11 and ≤ 18 

C >18 and ≤ 26 

D >26 and ≤ 35 

E >35 and ≤ 45 

F >45 
Source:  Transportation Research Board (2000) 
pc/mi/ln = passenger cars per mile per lane 

 
Existing Intersection LOS 
Existing traffic volumes at local intersections serving the project site were estimated using the 
methodology described in Section 3.16.1.1. Table 3.16-6 shows the existing LOS at the traffic 
analysis area intersections.  A s shown, the three main intersections in the traffic analysis area 
operate at LOS A during both the a.m. and p.m. peak hours. 

 

Table 3.16-6. Existing Intersection Level of Service 

Intersection AM Peak Hour LOS PM Peak Hour LOS 

Yates Well Road–Sweet Bay Drive/Silverton Road A A 
I-15 southbound ramp/Yates Well Road A A 
I-15 northbound ramp/Yates Well Road A A 
 
 
Existing Freeway LOS 
Table 3.16-7 shows the existing LOS on I-15 for the weekday and Fr iday p.m. peak hours. The 
LOS worksheets are provided in the Applicant’s traffic report (First Solar 2012m). 

 
Table 3.16-7. Existing Freeway LOS 

 PM Peak-Hour Directional 
Volume (Northbound) Density LOS 

Typical weekday 2,200 vehicles 19.0 pc/mi/ln C 
Typical Friday 3,778 vehicles 39.9 pc/mi/ln E 

Source: First Solar 2012m 
LOS = level of service 
pc/mi/ln = passenger cars per mile per lane 
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As shown in Table 3.16-7, I-15 operates at LOS C in the northbound direction during the p.m. 
peak hours on weekdays except for Friday.  During the Friday p.m. peak hour, the I-15 operates 
at LOS E in the peak northbound direction.  Caltrans identifies LOS C as the desirable LOS for 
a freeway mainline.  Therefore, the I-15 northbound direction during the Friday p.m. peak hour 
is currently operating at a deficient LOS. 

 

3.16.2 Project Access 
Regional Access 
Regional access to project site is via I-15. Adjacent to the project site, I-15 consists of two lanes 
in each direction.  Access from I-15 to the project site is provided via Yates Well Road.  

 
Local Access 
Local access for the site would be from Yates Well Road and Silverton Road.  The entrance to 
the site on Yates Well Road would be located approximately 1 mile west of I-15.  Silverton Road 
extends f rom the nor thern terminus o f Yates Well Road in a n orthwesterly di rection and t hen 
runs al ong the w estern boundar y of  the P rimm V alley G olf C lub.  S ilverton R oad pr ovides 
access to the center of the site.   Yates Well Road provides access to the southern portion of 
the site.  The only access to Yates Well Road is from I-15.  

 
Site Access 
The primary access to the project site will be from the terminus of Silverton Road.  Additional 
site access will be provided from Yates Well Road.  

 
Railways 
An active Union Pacific Railroad line exists approximately five miles east of the project site. 

 
Public Transportation 
No public transit service exists in the vicinity of  the project site. Amtrak serves the corridor via 
bus onl y, with s ervice between Las  V egas and Los  A ngeles. M any p rivate bus  c ompanies 
operate on demand for Primm Valley Golf Club customers; but no established regular schedule 
exists. 

 
Airports 
One existing public airport, Jean Airport, is located approximately 15 miles northeast of the 
project site and one m ile south of Jean, Nevada.  J ean Airport is owned by Clark County and 
has t wo pav ed r unways that s erve l ess t han 50 ai rcraft, most o f w hich ar e s ingle en gine 
airplanes and gliders (AirNav.com 2012).  

McCarran I nternational Airport i s l ocated appr oximately 40 m iles northeast o f the s ite i n La s 
Vegas, Nevada. The closest airport in San Bernardino County is the Barstow-Daggett Airport, 
approximately 100 miles south of the project area.  

A new commercial ai rport, t he I vanpah Valley A irport, has  been pr oposed between Jean and  
Primm, Nevada, and would be approximately 5 miles north of the project study area. 
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In addi tion, the S outhern N evada S upplemental A irport i s p roposed for t he s ame ar ea.  The 
FAA and t he B LM began pr eparation o f an E nvironmental I mpact S tatement for a pr oposed 
Southern Nevada Supplemental Airport to be constructed on approximately 6,000 acres of land 
just south of Jean, Nevada. As planned, the proposed Southern Nevada Supplemental Airport 
would provide sufficient airport capacity to accommodate future aircraft operations and av iation 
passenger demand in the Las Vegas Metropolitan Area. The Stateline Solar Farm Project would 
be l ocated appr oximately 7 m iles southwest o f the near est r unway at  t he pr oposed Southern 
Nevada Supplemental Airport.   

However, the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) in cooperation with the BLM as Joint Lead 
Agencies ( JLA), pursuant t o t he Ivanpah V alley A irport P ublic Lands  Transfer A ct o f 200 0 
(Public Law  106 -362), have s uspended pr eparation o f an E IS for the pr oposed S outhern 
Nevada Supplemental Airport. The FAA and the BLM suspended work on the EIS because the 
Clark County Department of Aviation advised the JLA that it has reduced the level of  effort on 
planning for the proposed Southern Nevada Supplemental Airport. At this t ime, FAA and B LM 
do not know when work will resume on the EIS (FAA 2012).   

 
Bicycle Routes 
There ar e no bi cycle r outes or  facilities s uch as  des ignated bi cycle l anes on t he r oads 
discussed in this section. 

 
Public Access 
Public ac cess r efers to the l egal r ights o f c itizens t o ac cess publ ic land for c ertain pu rposes 
without barriers o r impediments. The affected environment related to public ac cess i ncludes 
recreational use of land by the public.  

The majority of the project study area is open desert land in that is currently used for recreation 
activities.  Recreation activities include camping, off-highway vehicle (OHV) use, and shooting. 
 

3.16.3 Applicable Regulations, Plan, and Standards 
Construction of the proposed project could affect access, traffic flow patterns, and parking on 
public streets and highways. Therefore, it is necessary for the Applicant and/or the construction 
contractor to obtain encroachment permits or similar legal agreements from the public agencies 
responsible for the affected roadways and other applicable ROWs. Such permits are needed for 
ROWs that w ould be a ffected by  ac cess road c onstruction.  For t he pr oposed p roject, 
encroachment permits would be issued by Caltrans, San Bernardino County, and other affected 
agencies and companies. 

A general des cription of adopted federal, state, and local laws and regulations pertaining to 
traffic and transportation relevant to the proposed project is provided below. 

 
3.16.3.1 Federal 
CFR, Title 49, Subtitle B. 49 CFR Subtitle B includes procedures and regulations pertaining to 
interstate and intrastate transport (including hazardous materials program procedures) and 
provides s afety m easures f or m otor c arriers and m otor v ehicles t hat oper ate on publ ic 
highways. 

Bureau of Land M anagement.  On Federal lands managed by the BLM, motorized routes, in 
addition to roads that are within the state or locally maintained roadway system, are designated 
for public use through the BLM’s CDCA Plan. The majority of these routes are unmaintained.  A 
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few major arterial roadways are maintained or paved by the BLM (or both). Most routes receive 
light use and do no t have specific policies or regulations governing their use. A few routes that 
provide access to major use areas or trailheads receive moderate use and may be hardened or 
maintained. The CDCA Plan designates roads as open, closed, or l imited for vehicle use. The 
area designations are made on the basis of multiple-use classes with certain exceptions. 
The goal of the Motorized-Vehicle Access Element of the CDCA Plan is to provide a system and 
set o f rules governing a ccess to the C DCA by  m otor v ehicles. The specific obj ectives i n t he 
CDCA Plan are as follows: 

• Provide for constrained motorized vehicle access in a manner that balances the needs 
of all desert users, private landowners, and other public agencies; 

• When des ignating or  a mending ar eas or  r outes f or m otorized v ehicle access, t o the 
degree possible, avoid adverse impacts on desert resources; and 

• Use maps, signs, and published information to communicate the motorized vehicle 
access s ituation t o desert users. Be sure al l i nformation m aterials ar e under standable 
and easy to follow. 

 

3.16.3.2 State 
Caltrans.  The use of State highways for other than transportation purposes requires an 
encroachment permit, Caltrans form TR-0100. This per mit i s r equired for ut ilities, developers, 
and non-profit organizations for use of the State highway system to conduct activities other than 
transportation ( e.g., l andscape w ork, ut ility i nstallation, f ilm production) within t he R OW. The 
application would be forwarded to Caltrans District 11, which is where the proposed project is 
located. The Caltrans Traffic Manual (Chapter 5) provides Traffic Controls for Construction and 
Maintenance Work Zones. Also, any project r equirement t o t ransport oversize or overweight 
loads would require approval from Caltrans. 

California Vehicle Code (CVC), Division 2, Chapter 2.5; Div. 6; Chap. 7; Div. 13; Chap. 5; 
Div. 14. 1; C hap. 1 &  2; D iv. 14. 8; D iv. 15 .   This c ode i ncludes regulations per taining t o 
licensing, size, weight, and load of  vehicles operated on highways; safe operation of vehicles; 
and the transportation of hazardous materials. 

California Streets and Highway Code, Division 1, Chapter 3; Division 2 Chapter 5.5.  This 
code i ncludes r egulations for the c are and p rotection o f state and c ounty hi ghways and 
provisions for the issuance of written permits. 

 

3.16.3.3 Local 
San Bernardino Associated Governments (SANBAG)  

• Regional T ransportation P lan. Identifies publ ic pol icies and s trategies f or the 
transportation system in the San Bernardino County region. 

• SANBAG Congestion Management Plan (CMP). Requires maintenance of LOS E or 
better on CMP segments. 

 

San Bernardino County 

• General Plan.  Establishes regional transportation objectives, policies, and 
implementation measures for various modes of transportation. 
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• Threshold Standards Policy.  The County’s Threshold Standards Policy requires that 
LOS D or better be maintained on intersections under the County’s jurisdiction.    

• County Code, Title 5, Division 1, Highway Permit.  Addresses permitting 
requirements for oversize/overweight vehicles. 

Because t he facility w ould be l ocated en tirely on B LM-managed p ublic l ands, t he S an 
Bernardino County General Plan would not be applicable.   
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3.17 Vegetation 
This section describes the environmental setting with respect to vegetation resources in areas 
potentially affected by the proposed Stateline Solar Farm project.  The section discusses plant 
communities; invasive, noxious weeds; special status plant species; and state and federal 
jurisdictional areas that are located within the project area.  Information in this section is largely 
based on the Biological Resources Technical Report (First S olar 2012k), w hich i ncludes 
detailed descriptions of survey methods utilized by the Applicant to identify vegetative resources 
within t he P roject S tudy A rea ( the 5,850 acre area that w as subject to bi ological r esource 
surveys; see Figure 1-1).   

 

3.17.1 Environmental Setting 
The p roposed facility i s l ocated i n t he M ojave D esert, w hich i s s ituated bet ween t he Sierra 
Nevada and the San Gabriel and San Bernardino Mountains to the west and the Great Basin 
Desert and Colorado Plateau to the east.  At lower elevations, creosote bush (Larrea tridentata) 
predominates in M ojave D esert vegetation.  S imilarly, vegetation on t he s ite and i n the 
immediate project area consists of primarily Mojave creosote bush scrub. The lowest points in 
the desert are occupied by playas or alkali sinks, dry lake beds where evaporation leaves wide 
expanses of  s oils w ith high al kalinity or  s alinity. Elevations i n t he pr oject a rea r ange from 
approximately 2,600 to 3,280 feet above mean sea level (First Solar 2012k).   

The proposed Stateline Solar Farm is located in the Ivanpah Valley in San Bernardino County, 
California near  the C alifornia-Nevada s tate l ine and t he t own of  P rimm, N evada ( Figure 1 -1, 
Regional S etting M ap).  T he Project Study A rea is c omprised o f, and s urrounded by , 
undeveloped land with desert v egetation.  D eveloped s ites i n t he r egion i nclude t he P rimm 
Valley G olf C lub i mmediately t o t he s outh, t he P rimm casinos and hot els located t o t he 
northeast, and the Ivanpah S EGS c urrently under  c onstruction di rectly t o t he w est.  Loc al 
transportation routes include I-15 to the east, as well as the Union Pacific Railroad on the east 
side o f Ivanpah V alley.  N umerous u tilities ex ist w ithin and near  the proposed p roject s ite, 
including t ransmission l ines, the K ern R iver N atural Gas Transmission pipeline, t he C alnev 
petroleum p roducts pi peline, an A T&T fiber op tic l ine, and water pr oduction w ells and water 
transmission pipeline operated by Primm.  V arious unpaved roads cross through and near  the 
proposed facility site. 

The proposed facility location is not situated within an area specially designated for protection of 
biological resources.  The s ite i s l ocated appr oximately t wo m iles west o f t he Ivanpah Valley 
DWMA, and one m ile south of the Stateline Wilderness Area. Other specially designated areas 
in the vicinity of the project site are discussed in Section 3.15. 

 

3.17.1.1 Vegetation Communities 
The Project S tudy Area i s c omprised o f three distinct m acro vegetation communities ( Figure 
3.17-1): Creosote Bush-White Bursage Series (Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf 2010; corresponds to 
Mojave Creosote Bush Scrub in Holland 1986) and Mixed Saltbush Series (Sawyer and Keeler-
Wolf 2010; similar to Desert Saltbush Scrub in Holland 1986).  The majority of the project area 
consists of t he f ollowing s pecies: c reosote bu sh, bur robush ( Ambrosia dumosa), w irelettuce 
(Stephanomeria pauciflora), c heesebush ( Ambrosia salsola), beav ertail c actus ( Opuntia 
basilaris), barrel c actus ( Ferocactus cylindraceus), Mojave y ucca (Yucca schidigera), and 
Nevada ephedr a ( Ephedra nevadensis).  T he e astern por tion of  the project f ootprint borders 
Ivanpah Dry Lake and i s comprised of saltbush scrub species such as  cattlespinach (Atriplex 
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polycarpa), w heelscale (Atriplex elegans), and four-wing s altbush ( Atriplex canescens ssp. 
canescens).  The t hird community, Dry Lak e B ed/Playa, c omprising a small por tion o f the 
easternmost extent of the primary Study area, is also present.  All plant species observed within 
the Study area dur ing the course of field surveys are documented in the Biological Resources 
Technical Report (First Solar 2012k).   

 

Creosote Bush-White Bursage (Holland Code 34100: Mojave Creosote Bush Scrub) 
Mojave c reosote bus h scrub i s a c ommunity dom inated by  c reosote bus h and few ot her 
species. Shrubs are typically widely spaced among expanses of bare ground. An annual herb 
layer m ay f lower i n l ate M arch and A pril when winter r ains are s ufficient. O ther s pecies 
commonly found in t his habitat includes burrobush, desert senna (Senna armata), ephedras 
(Ephedra spp.), and c heesebush. This habi tat i s us ually f ound on w ell-drained al luvial or  
colluvial soils with very low available water holding capacity on slopes, fans, and valleys. The 
vegetation t ypes t hat make up a M ojave Creosote B ush S crub c ommunity ar e widespread 
throughout the Mojave Desert and comprises over 95 percent of the primary Study area. 

The Mojave Creosote Bush Scrub community has a rarity ranking of S4 in the California 
Department o f Fish and Game (CDFG) H ierarchical List o f Natural Communities with Holland 
types (CDFG 2010), and is thus not considered highly imperiled. 

 

Mixed Saltbush (Holland Code 36110: Desert Saltbush Scrub) 
Desert saltbush scrub is a l ow, sparse mixture of microphyllous (i.e., small-leaved) shrubs and 
occasional s ucculent s pecies. S tands of s hrubs ar e us ually widely s paced and ar e s trongly 
dominated by  a s ingle Atriplex (saltbush) species.  O ther species can include spiny hopsage 
(Grayia spinosa), cheesebush, Anderson thornbush (Lycium andersonii), and mesquite 
(Prosopis sp.).  This h abitat us ually f orms on  f ine-textured, poor ly dr aining s oils with hi gh 
alkalinity and salinity, usually surrounding playas on elevated ground (Holland 1986).  This plant 
community type is represented by approximately 3 percent of the Study area, located primarily 
near the Ivanpah Dry Lake. 

The Desert Saltbush Scrub community has a rarity ranking of S4 in the CDFG Hierarchical List 
of N atural C ommunities w ith H olland t ypes ( CDFG 2010)  for M ojave D esert popul ations, but  
populations i n t he s outhern S an J oaquin V alley ar e c lassed as  S 1 or  S 2 and a re t hus 
considered imperiled. 

 

Dry Lake Bed/Playa (Holland Code 46000) 
Dry lake bed/playa habitat is characterized by having low, grayish, microphyllous, and succulent 
shrubs at low density, and few understory species. This vegetation type typically occurs on 
poorly drained soils with high salinity or alkalinity due t o water evaporation. A high water table 
and salt depos its are usually present (Holland 1986) . Vegetation species associated with this 
habitat type include spiny saltbush and iodine bush (Allenrolfea occidentalis).  Within the study 
area, examples of this vegetation type are found bordering the Ivanpah Dry Lake and ac count 
for less than 1 percent of the total biological resources study area. 
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3.17.1.2 Invasive, Noxious Weeds 
Noxious weeds ar e s pecies of  non -native pl ants o f c oncern to t he C alifornia I nvasive P lant 
Council (Cal-IPC) or t he BLM. T hey ar e of particular concern in undeveloped, nat ural ar eas 
because o f their po tential t o de grade habi tat a nd di srupt the ec ological f unctions o f an ar ea 
(Cal-IPC 2006). Specifically, noxious weeds can alter habitat structure, increase fire frequency 
and intensity, decrease forage (including for special status species), exclude native plants, and 
decrease water availability for both plants and wildlife. Soil disturbance creates conditions 
favorable to the introduction of new noxious weeds or the spread of existing populations. 
Construction equipment, fill, and m ulch can ac t as vectors introducing noxious weeds into an 
area.  

Of the 194 plant species that were documented during the 2008/2010/2011 special status plant 
species surveys, nine s pecies were non -native (Baldwin et  al . 2002) .  T hese species i nclude 
Saharan m ustard ( Brassica tournefortii), Lond on r ocket ( Sisymbrium irio), Ru ssian thistle 
(Salsola tragus), redstem filaree ( Erodium cicutarium), c arpet w eed ( Mollugo cerviana), re d 
brome (Bromus madritensis ssp. rubens), cheat grass (Bromus tectorum), wall barley (Hordeum 
murinum), and Mediterranean grass (Schismus barbatus). 

Seven of these s pecies ar e l isted i n t he C al-IPC I nvasive P lant I nventory D atabase for t he 
Mojave Desert region (Cal-IPC 2006; Table 3.17-1) including: Saharan mustard, Russian thistle, 
filaree, red brome, cheat grass, wall barley, and Mediterranean grass.  The remaining species 
are not included in the inventory database for the Mojave Desert region.  

Two native species, Scarlet gaura (Gaura coccinea) and Cooper’s broomrape (Orobanche 
cooperi) were recorded as occurring in the project area and are state-listed noxious weeds in 
California (USDA 2012).  None of the 194 species observed in the study area during plant 
surveys are included on the Federal Weed List (7 CFR 360; California Department of Food and 
Agriculture 2011). 
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Table 3.17-1. Invasive, Noxious Weeds Observed in the Stateline Solar Farm Study Area 

Scientific Name 
Common Name Overall Cal-IPC Rating* Cal-IPC Level of Invasiveness 

Brassica tournefortii 
Sahara mustard High Severe 

Salsola tragus 
Russian thistle Limited Moderate 

Erodium cicutarium 
redstem filaree Limited Limited 

Bromus madritensis ssp. rubens 
red brome High Moderate 

Bromus tectorum 
cheat grass High Moderate 

Hordeum murinum 
wall barley Moderate Moderate 

Schismus barbatus 
Mediterranean grass Limited Limited 

*as of 20 July 2012: http://www.cal-ipc.org/ip/inventory/weedlist.php 
High – These species have severe ecological impacts on physical processes, plant and animal communities, and vegetation 
structure. Their reproductive biology and other attributes are conducive to moderate to high rates of dispersal and establishment. 
Most are widely distributed ecologically.  
 
Moderate – These species have substantial and apparent—but generally not severe—ecological impacts on physical processes, 
plant and animal communities, and vegetation structure. Their reproductive biology and other attributes are conducive to moderate 
to high rates of dispersal, though establishment is generally dependent upon ecological disturbance. Ecological amplitude and 
distribution may range from limited to widespread.  
 
Limited – These species are invasive but their ecological impacts are minor on a statewide level or there was not enough 
information to justify a higher score. Their reproductive biology and other attributes result in low to moderate rates of invasiveness. 
Ecological amplitude and distribution are generally limited, but these species may be locally persistent and problematic. 
 

Noxious weeds were relatively low in abundance and di versity throughout the Stateline project 
area.  Seven species o f i nvasive weeds were det ected du ring t he 20 08/2010/2011 floristic 
surveys (First Solar 2012k), as described below. 

Sahara mustard (Brassica tournefortii) i s o f high c oncern; it i s most abundan t i n s andy 
substrate par ticularly where t here i s a hi story o f hum an and or  nat ural di sturbances. Cal-IPC 
has declared this plant highly invasive (Cal-IPC 2006) and recommends that it should be 
eradicated whenever encountered.  

Russian thistle (Salsola tragus) par ticularly t ends t o be r estricted t o r oadway shoulders and 
other sites where the soil has been recently disturbed. This species was observed at the project 
site and is a common invader on disturbed sites.  Cal-IPC has determined that this plant has a 
limited invasiveness rating in California (Cal-IPC 2006). There is a high potential that Russian 
thistle could become established in the construction area and this species should be eradicated 
if observed.  

Restem filaree (Erodium cicutarium) i s a w idespread annual  s pecies c ommon i n di sturbed 
habitats, and was recorded at the Stateline site. It can form dense, transient populations when 
conditions ar e suitable. I t has  a  l imited ov erall r ating by  C al-IPC, generally bec ause t he 
ecological impacts of the species are minor.  Because of its widespread distribution, eradication 
of filaree is not considered feasible. 

Red brome (Bromus madritensis ssp. rubens) is an i ntroduced E urasian gr ass adap ted t o 
microhabitats that can be frequently found at the base of desert shrubs.  It can also form carpet 
cover i n poc kets o f fine g rained s oils i n r ough t errain o ff the baj ada. It i s w idespread and  
abundant i n t he M ojave D esert and has  been f ound i n t he Stateline site. S eeds from t his 
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species can disperse readily and ac ross large distances. Stands of red brome typically consist 
of l ess t han five plants, and t he s tands are w idely scattered. Cal-IPC has dec lared t his plant 
highly i nvasive ( Cal-IPC 2006) . B ecause o f i ts w idespread di stribution, r ed b rome i s no t 
considered feasible for general control.  

Cheat grass (Bromus tectorum) is among the most widely distributed invasive plant species in 
the w estern U .S. C losely r elated t o r ed br ome, it i s adapt ed t o c older s teppe and  w oodland 
habitats. C al-IPC has  dec lared t his plant highly invasive (Cal-IPC 2006) . Because of i ts 
widespread distribution, cheat grass is not considered feasible for general control.  

Wall barley (Hordeum murinum) is an annual  grass that is generally widespread but does not 
usually f orm do minant s tands.  This s pecies w as obs erved w ithin t he S tateline p roject s tudy 
area during floristic surveys.  Fo xtail barley has a moderate overall l isting from Cal-IPC, but is 
considered severely invasive (Cal-IPC 2006).  

Mediterranean grass (Schismus spp.) has limited i nvasiveness rating in California (Cal-IPC 
2006). BLM and ot her agencies recognize t hat bec ause o f t he w idespread di stribution of 
Mediterranean grass, this species is not considered feasible to control.  

 

3.17.1.3 Special Status Plant Species 
Special s tatus pl ant s pecies ar e t hose given s pecial r ecognition by  f ederal, s tate, or l ocal 
resource agencies or organizations.  Listed and special status species are of relatively limited 
distribution and typically require unique habitat conditions. All special status plant species have 
been identified due to dwindling populations, or merely unknown population status and the need 
for addi tional s tudy.  S pecial s tatus plant species are def ined as  meeting one or  more o f t he 
following criteria:  

1.  Plants listed as threatened or endangered or candidates for future listing as threatened or 
endangered under California Endangered Species Act (CESA) or Federal ESA;  

2.  Plants listed as species of concern by CDFG;  

3.  Plants “ presumed extinct in California” (California Rare Plant R ank [CRPR] 1A), plants 
ranked as “rare or endangered in California” (CRPR 1B and 2) , as well as CRPR 3 and 4  
species;  

4.  Plants listed as rare under the California Native Plant Protection Act;  

5.  Plants considered a l ocally s ignificant species, t hat i s, a s pecies t hat i s not  r are from a  
statewide perspective but is rare or uncommon in a local context such as within a county 
or region or is so designated in local or regional plans, policies, or ordinances; or  

6.  Any other plant species receiving consideration during environmental review under CEQA. 

 

Within the biological resources study area, there are no known occurrences of any plant species 
listed as threatened and/or endangered by the USFWS or any plant species listed as threatened 
or endangered by the CDFG (i.e., no plants observed are protected under the CESA or Federal 
ESA).    

 Results of a California Natural Diversity Database query (CNDDB 2008; CNDDB 2012), and a  
review of the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants 
(CNPS 2010) resulted in the identification of 22 plant species that have some potential to occur 
within the Project area (First Solar 2012k).     
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Table 3.18-2 lists CNPS and special status species that are known to occur or could potentially 
occur within the study area.  Special status plant species observed or noted to occur within the 
study area during the 2008/2010/2011 surveys are indicated by bold-face type.  The 2010 full 
coverage surveys resulted in documentation of six special status plant species (Figure 3.17-2).  
Eight CNPS species are known to occur within the project site, one of which – Rusby’s desert-
mallow – is also a BLM sensitive species.  Information on the natural history, distribution, and 
status of these species in the project area is provided below.  The status information is based 
on r esults o f the 2008 i ntuitive c ontrolled s urveys, 2010 f ull c overage surveys, and t he 2011  
surveys of  addi tional ar eas (First S olar 2012 k).  In a ddition to t he f loristic surveys, online 
research was conducted into the CDFG’s CNDDB and t he CNPS’ Electronic Inventory for a 5-
mile radius surrounding the Study area.   

CNPS and special status plant species are monitored due to concerns about population viability 
and as useful indicators of ecosystem health. This Draft EIS/EIR focuses on CNPS rare plant 
species, which are defined as follows:  

List 1B:  Plants Rare, Threatened, or Endangered in California and Elsewhere.  

List 2:  Plants R are, Threatened, o r E ndangered i n C alifornia, bu t M ore C ommon 
Elsewhere  

Table 3.17-2. Special Status Species Known or Potentially Occurring in the Stateline Solar Farm Project Area and Vicinity 

Common Name  Scientific Name 
Status State/Fed/CNPS/BLM (see end of 

table for explanation of codes)  
Mormon needlegrass  Stipa arida  __/__/2.3/_  
Clark Mountain agave  Agave utahensis var. nevadensis  __/__/4.2/_ 

Coyote gilia  Aliciella triodon  __/__/2.2/_ 

Small-flowered androstephium  Androstephium breviflorum  __/__/2.2/_   
White bear poppy  Arctomecon merriamii  __/__/2.2/_ 
Mojave milkweed  Asclepias nyctaginifolia  __/__/2.1/_ 
Cima milk-vetch  Astragalus cimae var. cimae  __/__/1B.2/S  
Scaly cloak fern  Astrolepis cochisensis ssp. cochisensis __/__/2.3/_ 
Red grama  Bouteloua trifida  __/__/2.3/_ 

Purple bird’s-beak  Cordylanthus parviflorus  __/__/2.3/_ 
Desert pincushion  Coryphantha chlorantha  __/__/2.1/_ 
Viviparous foxtail cactus Coryphantha vivipara var. rosea  __/__/2.2/_ 
Gilman’s cymopterus  Cymopterus gilmanii  __/__/2.3/_ 
Utah vine milkweed  Cynanchum utahense  __/__/4.2/_ 
Nine-awned pappus grass  Enneapogon desvauxii  __/__/2.2/_ 
Forked buckwheat  Eriogonum bifurcatum  __/__/1B.2/S  
Parish club-cholla  Grusonia parishii  __/__/2.2/_ 
Utah mortonia Mortonia utahensis  __/__/4.3/_ 
White-margined beardtongue  Penstemon albomarginatus  __/__/1B.2/S  
Rosy two-toned beardtongue  Penstemon bicolor ssp. roseus  __/__/2.3/_ 
Utah beardtongue  Penstemon utahensis  __/__/2.3/_ 
Rusby’s desert-mallow  Sphaeralcea rusbyi var. eremicola  __/__/1B.2/S  
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Table 3.17-2. Special Status Species Known or Potentially Occurring in the Stateline Solar Farm Project Area and Vicinity 

Common Name  Scientific Name 
Status State/Fed/CNPS/BLM (see end of 

table for explanation of codes)  

Sources: CNDDB 2012 (Ivanpah Lake, State Line Pass, Mesquite Lake, Clark Mountain, Mescal Range, Mineral Hill, Nipton, and Desert USGS 
Quads); Plants: CNPS 2010, CDFG 2012. 
 
Bold-face-type species names are those observed on the project site or plants noted by the Applicant as occurring during the 2008/2010/2011 field 
surveys.   
 
Status Codes: 
State-listed refers to plant species listed as threatened, endangered, or rare by the CDFG. 
Federally-listed refers to plant species listed as threatened or endangered by USFWS. 
California Native Plant Society 
 List 1B - Rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere 
 List 2 - Rare, threatened, or endangered in California but more common elsewhere 
 List 3 - Plants which need more information 
 List 4 - Limited distribution – a watch list 
 0.1 - Seriously threatened in California (high degree/immediacy of threat) 
 0.2 - Fairly threatened in California (moderate degree/immediacy of threat) 
 0.3 - Not very threatened in California (low degree/immediacy of threats or no current threats known) 
BLM: Sensitive: Bureau of Land Management 
 BLM Manual §6840 defines sensitive species as”…species that require special management consideration to avoid potential future 

listing under the ESA and that have been identified in accordance with the procedures set forth in this manual”. Special status species 
include those “collectively, federally listed or proposed and Bureau sensitive species, which include both Federal candidate species and 
delisted species within 5 years of delisting.”  In California, this manual has been temporarily modified as follows:  “Unless specifically 
excluded by the State Director, all plant species listed by the State of California as rare, threatened, or endangered will be treated as 
BLM sensitive species.”  And “Unless specifically excluded by the State Director, all plant species on List 1B (Plants Rare, Threatened, 
or Endangered in California and Elsewhere) of the California Native Plant Society’s Online Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plans of 
California that are on BLM lands or affected by BLM action and that are not Federally listed or proposed are designated as sensitive in 
California.”  

 

The f ollowing subsections pr ovide a br ief species account for t he one plant ( Rusby’s Desert-
Mallow) that is both a BLM Sensitive Species and a CNPS species, as well as seven additional 
CNPS plant species observed during field surveys. 

 

Rusby’s Desert-Mallow (Sphaeralcea rusbyi var. eremicola)  
Rusby’s des ert-mallow i s a C alifornia endem ic perennial her b t hat i s b oth a C NPS Li st 1B .2 
species and a BLM Sensitive species. It is documented globally from less than 30 occurrences 
in I nyo and S an Bernardino Counties, in the Death Valley Region and  i n t he C lark Mountain 
Range.  It has a CNDDB state rank of S2 (imperiled).  It occurs at elevations ranging from 3,200 
to 4,900 feet above mean sea level (amsl) in both Mojavean desert scrub and Joshua tree 
woodlands; specifically, in the Clark Mountain Range at Ivanpah Springs, on desert slopes and 
gravelly s andy washes and o ften i n c arbonate and l imestone s ubstrate, ex tending i nto the 
project area.  Although the project site is located at the low end of this species’ typical elevation 
range, 12 individuals were recorded at five locations during the 2010 surveys.  This species was 
observed at the higher elevation portions of the study area during 2008. 

 

Mojave Milkweed (Asclepias nyctaginifolia)  
The C alifornia di stribution of  Mojave m ilkweed i s l imited t o a v ery s mall ar ea i n eas tern S an 
Bernardino County. Currently, it is known from less than 25 oc currences, 16 of  which occur in 
Ivanpah Valley in the project area.  Its distribution outside Ivanpah Valley is limited to a few very 
old historic collections and only two other populations that have been confirmed extant (CNDDB 
2012).  This perennial plant also occurs in Arizona, New Mexico, and Nevada, but it has a  
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CNDDB state rank of S1 (critically imperiled and vulnerable to extirpation from the state due to 
extreme rarity).  The habitat of Mojave milkweed in California includes washes and dry slopes 
from about  3, 300 t o 5 ,600 feet a msl in Mojavean des ert s crub and pi nyon-juniper woodland.  
Within the Study area, more than 100 individuals of this species were observed during the 2010 
surveys at 15 different locations (predominantly found at higher elevations with rocky soils).  
Mojave milkweed was also identified and recorded during the 2008 surveys. 

 

Small-Flowered Androstephium (Androstephium breviflorum)  
Small-flowered andr ostephium (also k nown as  pink funnel l ily) is a  bu lbiferous he rb found 
mainly i n S an B ernardino C ounty, t hough i t has  been r ecorded i n ad jacent R iverside C ounty 
and possibly Inyo County.  This species also occurs in Arizona, Nevada, and Utah.  It is found in 
dry, l oose s andy t o r ocky s oils and on s and d unes and al luvial f ans, and t ypically oc curs at  
elevations from 730 to 2,100 feet amsl.  Within the study area, this CNPS List 2.2 species is 
found w ithin t he l ower a lluvial near  t he f ringe o f I vanpah D ry Lak e where s oils ar e g enerally 
finer; this species was not noted as occurring in higher elevations.  During the 2010 full 
coverage surveys, approximately 150 i ndividuals were observed at 91 di stinct locations.  M any 
new occurrences of this species have been found in recent years and the project area includes 
only a very small portion of its total distribution in California. 

 

Desert Pincushion (Coryphantha chlorantha)  
Desert pincushion is a s tem succulent found in the Mojave Desert in San Bernardino and I nyo 
counties, and also occurs in Arizona, Nevada, and U tah.  I t has a C NDDB g lobal rank o f G2 
(imperiled and a t high risk o f ex tinction due t o a very r estricted global r ange) and  a C NDDB 
state r ank o f S 1 ( critically imperiled).  I n C alifornia, i ts habi tat i s gr avelly or  r ocky c arbonate 
substrates at elevations ranging from 145 to 5,000 feet amsl, and its distribution is apparently 
restricted to a  few mountain ranges in t he eastern Mojave Desert, in eastern San Bernardino 
County and southeastern Inyo County.  D esert pincushion was recorded during both the 2008 
and 2010 f ield s urveys, w ith m ore t han 20 i ndividuals i dentified as  oc curring at  17 uni que 
locations within the Study area in 2010.  Most individuals were found in Mojave creosote bush 
scrub. 

 

Viviparous Foxtail Cactus (Coryphantha vivipara var. rosea) 
Viviparous foxtail cactus is a perennial stem succulent that is found in Mojavean desert scrub 
and P inyon and j uniper woodlands of  San Bernardino and I nyo Counties, California, and i nto 
Arizona and N evada ( CNPS 2010) .  This C NPS Li st 2. 2 s pecies pr efers c arbonate s oils a t 
elevations ranging from 4,100 to 8,860 feet amsl. During the 2008 intuitive controlled surveys, 
this species was present within upper-elevation stabilized alluvial fan with rocky/gravelly soils.  
During the full coverage surveys in 2010,  viviparous foxtail cactus was not  observed at  lower 
elevations within the footprint of the Project alternatives. 

 

Utah Vine Milkweed (Cynanchum utahense)  
Utah vine milkweed is a per ennial herb found in the Mojave Desert in San Bernardino County 
and in the Colorado Desert in Riverside, Imperial, and S an Diego Counties. This species also 
occurs i n Arizona, Nevada, and Utah (CNDDB 2012).  In California its habitat is sandy and 
gravelly soils, often in washes climbing up through shrubs.  The CNDDB electronic files do not  
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track C NPS Li st 4  s pecies, but  two E lement Occurrences i n the C NDDB paper  files w ere 
located.  H erbarium r ecords not ed appr oximately 42 addi tional oc currences.  M ore t han 30  
individuals of this CNPS List 4.3 species were identified and recorded at 12 separate locations 
during the 2010 field surveys of the Study area.  Previously, Utah vine milkweed was observed 
during the 2008 surveys. 

 

Nine-Awned Pappus Grass (Enneapogon desvauxii)  
Nine-awned pappus grass is a widespread species of the southwestern U.S., Mexico and South 
America, but  t he C alifornia r ange o f t his species i s r estricted to a s mall por tion o f eas tern 
Mojave Desert, in San Bernardino County (CNDDB 2012).  It has a CNDDB state rank of S2 
(imperiled).  Habitat of nine-awned pappus grass in California consists of rocky slopes, crevices, 
calcareous soils, in desert woodland.  In the Ivanpah Valley, this species occurs often on north-
facing s ides o f m edium-sized t o l arge w ashes, and on c obble mounds within and out side of 
washes that include some calcareous rocks, from 4,180 to 5,990 feet amsl, in Larrea tridentata-
Ambrosia dumosa shrubland .  This perennial herb blooms late-season in response to summer 
rainfall events.  I n 2010, no individuals of this species were observed within the footprint of the 
project alternatives (lower elevation), although nine-awed pappus grass was noted as occurring 
at higher elevations in 2008. 

 

Parish’s Club-Cholla (Grusonia parishii)  
The California range of Parish’s c lub-cholla has  a C NDDB s tate rank o f S2 ( imperiled).  This 
stem succulent is relatively widespread with recorded occurrences in San Bernardino, Imperial, 
and R iverside C ounties, C alifornia, as  well as  i n N evada, A rizona, and pos sibly T exas.  T he 
habitat o f P arish’s c lub-cholla w ithin t he pr oject a rea c onsists o f sandy t o s omewhat 
gravelly/rocky upl ands i n t he Larrea tridentata-Ambrosia dumosa shrubland a lliance, a t 
elevations r anging from 980 t o 5, 000 feet a msl.  T his s pecies grows i n c lones c onsisting o f 
spreading mats t hat m ay f orm s eparate pat ches ov er t ime.  O ver 50 i ndividuals were 
documented as occurring in 27 different locations of the study area dur ing the 2010 f ield 
surveys.  Additionally, this species was observed within the higher elevations of the study area 
in 2008. 

 

3.17.1.4 Wetlands 
The S tateline pr oject ar ea i s l ocated on an al luvial f an, i n a bas in c ompletely s urrounded by  
mountains; this geographic setting ensures that the area is completely isolated from all 
surrounding areas where navigable waters may exist.  While the study area does not contain 
any permanent wetlands, r iparian ar eas, or  sensitive pl ant c ommunities; i t does  how ever, 
contain num erous ephe merally-flowing desert w ashes.  A lluvial f ans ar e of ten interrupted by 
washes and these drainage channels within the project area show signs of surface water flow 
from previous rainfall events.  These desert washes, which range in s ize and depth, t ypically 
only carry runoff during or after large storm events into Ivanpah Lake or drain toward the lake 
but fail to extend all the way.    

Ivanpah Lake, which spans the California-Nevada state boundary, is an i nterstate water, water 
of t he U nited S tates ( WUS), and i s subject to U .S. A rmy C orps o f E ngineers (USACE) 
jurisdiction under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA), according to 33 CFR 328. 
Because i t i s d ry most of t he t ime, i t i s no t considered a nav igable water.  Approximately 60  
acres of the study area (not within the Proposed Action footprint) is comprised of Ivanpah Lake.  
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Both the lake and the drainage channels have defined ordinary high water marks, in the form of 
watermarks, s cour marks, s helving, or  i n s ome c ases v egetative dr ift l ines; how ever, 
hydrophytic vegetation is not a prominent component of either (LSA 2011a).      

CDFG c oncurred t hat a s ampling m ethodology was ne cessary t o q uantify t he ephem eral 
drainages, and field work for the jurisdictional delineation was conducted in December 2010 and 
March 2011.   B oth Feder al and S tate jurisdictional del ineation dat a w as c ollected al ong 10  
transects (1,500 feet apart), which were set up north-to-south across the site (perpendicular to 
existing des ert w ashes).  T he ent ire l ength o f each t ransect w as s urveyed on f oot. Global 
positioning system data were recorded at each point where an active ephemerally-flowing wash 
intersected the transect l ine. J urisdictional features w ere m apped by  t racing da ta on pl astic 
overlaid on high-resolution aerial photographs. 

Given the requirements for USACE and CDFG jurisdiction, it was determined that the collection 
of alluvial washes within the Stateline Solar Farm biological resources study area would be 
subject to CDFG jurisdiction only.  Because ephemeral washes are tributary to Ivanpah Lake, 
which is  not a t raditional nav igable water, t he drainages would not  be s ubject to Section 404 
jurisdiction ( LSA 2011 b).  T he po rtion o f I vanpah Lak e t hat l ies within t he s tudy ar ea 
(approximately 60 acres) is subject to both CDFG jurisdiction pursuant to Section 1602 of the 
Fish and Game Code and USACE jurisdiction under Section 404 of the CWA.  In total, the study 
area includes approximately 490 ac res o f resources ( streambed and lake) t hat are potentially 
subject to CDFG jurisdiction.   

 
3.17.2    Applicable Regulations, Plans, and Standards 
This section provides a discussion of federal, state, and regional environmental regulations, 
plans, and standards applicable to the Stateline Solar Farm project for vegetation resources and 
state and federal jurisdictional areas.  

 
3.17.2.1 Federal 
The Stateline Solar Farm project area is located on federal land under BLM’s jurisdiction and is 
therefore s ubject t o t he provisions of  B LM’s C DCA P lan, as  a mended (Revised 1999) .  The 
NEMO P lan am endment ( BLM 2002)  consists o f m anagement ac tions and al ternatives f or 
public lands in the NEMO Planning Area. The project area is located in the southeastern portion 
of the NEMO Planning Area Boundary. 

The B LM has  w orked w ith t he U SFWS t o dev elop a v ariety of  l and des ignations as  tools t o 
protect sensitive biological r esources, i ncluding the desert tortoise. The pr ocess o f s iting and  
configuring the pr oject considered t he m anagement di rection of these designations, as  
described below:  

• Desert Wildlife Management Areas are general areas r ecommended by the Desert 
Tortoise R ecovery P lan ( USFWS 1994)  w ithin w hich r ecovery ef forts for the des ert 
tortoise would be concentrated.  DWMAs had no specific legal boundaries in the 1994 
Recovery Plan. The BLM formalized the general DWMAs from the 1994 Recovery Plan 
through i ts pl anning pr ocess and ad ministers t hem a s A reas o f C ritical E nvironmental 
Concern (see below). The Stateline Solar Farm project area does not fall within any 
DWMA.  

• Areas of  C ritical E nvironmental C oncern are s pecific, l egally de fined, B LM 
designations where s pecial m anagement i s needed t o pr otect and  pr event i rreparable 
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damage t o i mportant hi storical, c ultural, s cenic v alues, f ish and w ildlife, and nat ural 
resources or t o protect l ife and s afety f rom natural hazards. The Stateline Solar Farm 
project area is not included within any designated ACEC.  

 
Endangered Species Act  
The E SA w as pas sed b y t he U .S. C ongress i n 1973, and  has  s ince be en am ended s everal 
times. T he ESA and regulations implementing the ESA, 50 CFR 17. 1 et  seq., designate and 
provide f or pr otection o f threatened and endang ered pl ants and ani mals and t heir c ritical 
habitat.  “ Take” of l isted ani mal s pecies and  of l isted pl ant s pecies is pr ohibited w ithout 
obtaining a federal permit. Take is defined as “to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, 
trap, capture, or collect, or attempt to engage in any such conduct.” Harm includes any act that 
actually k ills or  injures fish or  w ildlife, i ncluding significant habi tat m odification or  degr adation 
that significantly impairs essential behavioral patterns of fish or wildlife. Activities that damage 
the habitat of (i.e., harm) listed wildlife species require approval from the USFWS for terrestrial 
species. The ESA also generally requires determination o f c ritical habi tat for l isted species. I f 
critical habi tat has  been des ignated, i mpacts t o ar eas t hat c ontain t he pr imary c onstituent 
elements identified for the species, whether or not it is currently present, is also prohibited.  

Under Section 7 of the ESA, a federal agency that authorizes, funds, or carries out a project that 
“may affect” a listed species or its critical habitat must consult with the appropriate Federal 
agency, i n t his c ase t he USFWS. Fo r example, t he USACE must i ssue a per mit for projects 
impacting non-wetland WUS or wetlands under USACE jurisdiction. In a Section 7 Consultation, 
the lead agency (e.g., USACE) prepares a bi ological assessment (BA) that analyzes whether 
the project is likely to adversely affect listed wildlife or plant species or their critical habitat, and 
proposes suitable avoidance, minimization, or compensatory mitigation measures. If the action 
would adversely affect the species, action agency, in this case the BLM, formally consults with 
the USFWS, which pr epares a  Biological O pinion det ermining whether t he pr oject i s l ikely t o 
jeopardize the species or result in adverse modification of critical habitat. 

In this case, because there are no federally listed plant species present within the Project Study 
Area, the Federal ESA would likely not be appl icable to vegetation resources for the Proposed 
Action. 

 

Clean Water Act  
The CWA (33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq) is intended to restore and maintain the quality and biological 
integrity o f t he nat ion’s w aters. I t p rohibits t he di scharge o f pol lutants i nto WUS w ithout a  
National P ollutant D ischarge E limination S ystem ( NPDES) per mit from t he E PA. B y i ssuing 
NPDES permits, the EPA can regulate the discharge of pollutants to protect water quality.  

Section 404 of  the CWA provides that whenever any person discharges dredged or fill material 
into w aters o f t he U .S. (e.g., streams, w etlands, l akes, bay s) a pe rmit is r equired f rom t he 
USACE. The USACE has issued 50 separate Nationwide Permits (NWPs) for different types of 
projects w ith i mpacts t o wetlands ( as o f March 19,  2007) . D epending on t he l evel of  i mpact, 
projects qualifying for an N WP may be r equired to provide the USACE with P re-Construction 
Notification o f t he i mpacts and meet ot her restrictions. P rojects w ith g reater w etland i mpacts 
than those allowed under one of the NWPs require an Individual Permit. The process of 
obtaining an individual permit includes public notice and response to all comments received; the 
permit decision document includes a discussion of the environmental impacts of the project, the 
permit addresses public and pr ivate needs, alternatives to achieve project purposes if needed, 



DESERT STATELINE SOLAR FARM PROJECT 
3.17 VEGETATION 

 

NOVEMBER 2012 3.17-12 DRAFT EIS/EIR 

and beneficial and/or detrimental effects of the project on publ ic and pr ivate uses. In SWANCC 
vs. USACE, t he S upreme C ourt ruled t hat t he j urisdiction o f t he USACE does not  ex tend t o 
isolated, i ntrastate, non -navigable w aters and wetlands, s uch as  v ernal pool s, ephem eral 
streams, and w etlands not  as sociated w ith a s tream c hannel. The USACE also aut horizes 
activities that involve structures or work in or affecting navigable WUS under Section 10 o f the 
Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899.  

Section 401 o f the CWA requires that an applicant for a federal l icense or permit to discharge 
into navigable waters must provide the federal agency with a water quality certification, 
declaring that the di scharge w ould c omply with w ater q uality s tandards r equirements o f t he 
CWA.  USACE issuance of  a S ection 404 per mit t riggers the requirement that a S ection 401 
certification al so be obt ained. I n C alifornia, the R egional Water Q uality C ontrol B oards 
(RWQCBs) issue this certification. 

Because ephem eral washes on t he p roject site are t ributary t o Ivanpah Lak e, which i s not  a  
traditional navigable water, the drainages would not be subject to Section 404 jurisdiction (LSA 
2011b). 

 

BLM Sensitive Species  
BLM Sensitive Species are species designated by the State Director that are not already federal 
listed proposed, or candidate species, or state listed because of potential endangerment. BLM’s 
policy is to “ensure that actions authorized, funded, or carried out do not contribute to the need 
to list any of these species as threatened or endangered.” Various offices of the BLM maintain a 
list o f special s tatus pl ant and w ildlife s pecies t hat a re to be considered as  par t o f the 
management activities carried out by the BLM on the lands that they administer. 

One B LM s ensitive s pecies, t he R usby’s des ert m allow, i s pr esent w ithin t he P roject S tudy 
Area.  Although the project site is located at the low end of this species’ typical elevation range, 
12 i ndividuals were r ecorded at  five l ocations during the 2010  s urveys.  This s pecies w as 
observed at the higher elevation portions of the study area during 2008. 

 

Executive Order 13112 – Invasive Species  
Executive Order 13112 was signed in February 1999 and established the National Invasive 
Species Council. This Order requires agencies to prevent the introduction of invasive species; to 
provide for their control; and to minimize the economic, ecological, and human health impacts 
that invasive species cause to the extent practicable and permitted by law.  

 

Federal Noxious Weed Act of 1974, as amended  
This Act established a federal program to control the spread of noxious weeds. The Secretary of 
Agriculture is aut horized t o des ignate pl ants a s nox ious weeds. T he movement o f al l s uch 
weeds in interstate or foreign commerce is prohibited except under permit. 
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CDCA Plan and Amendments 

The Federal Land and Management A ct o f 1976,  as  am ended ( 43 U .S.C. 1701 -1782), 
designated a 25 million-acre area in southern California as the CDCA, of which 10 million acres 
are managed by the BLM.  The CDCA Plan (BLM 1980) is a comprehensive, long-range plan 
with g oals and  s pecific actions for the management, us e, dev elopment and pr otection o f the 
resources and public lands w ithin t he CDCA and is bas ed on the concepts of multiple use, 
sustained yield, and maintenance of environmental quality.  

The Vegetation Element of the CDCA Plan contains the following goals: to conserve federally- 
and State-listed rare, threatened, or endangered plants and to further the purposes of the ESA 
and similar State laws; to treat unusual plant assemblages that rate as highly sensitive and very 
sensitive in a m anner that will preserve their habitat and ens ure their continued ex istence; t o 
manage w etland and riparian areas i n the desert; to s ustainably m aintain t he continued 
existence and biological viability of the vegetation resource in the CDCA while providing for the 
consumptive needs  of  wildlife, l ivestock, w ild h orses and bur ros, and public us es; t o pr ovide 
guidance for t he m anipulation of  pl ant habi tats or  v egetation; and t o enc ourage t he us e of 
private desert lands for commercial production of valuable desert plants. The plan identifies the 
need for m onitoring e fforts an d di recting t hese e fforts t o t hose ar eas w ith t he greatest 
management need. 

 

Executive Order 11990 Protection of Wetlands  
This order establishes a national policy to avoid adverse impacts on wetlands whenever there is 
a practicable alternative.  

 

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act  
The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 U.S.C. 661 666) applies to any federal project where 
the w aters o f any  s tream or  ot her body  of  w ater ar e i mpounded, di verted, deepened,  o r 
otherwise m odified. P roject pr oponents ar e r equired t o c onsult w ith t he U SFWS and the 
appropriate s tate w ildlife ag ency. T hese agencies pr epare r eports and r ecommendations t hat 
document project effects on wildlife and identify measures that may be adopted to prevent loss 
or damage to wildlife resources. The term “wildlife” includes both animals and plants. Provisions 
of the Act are implemented through the NEPA process and Section 404 permit process. 
 
Cactus and Yucca Removal Guidelines, BLM  
The BLM normally requires transplanting or salvage of certain native plant species that would 
be lost to development on lands under their jurisdiction. Species that typically require salvage 
regardless of their height in this region include yuccas (Yucca spp.), and cacti.  For chollas, the 
plant m ust be l ess t han 3 feet i n height to require salvaging; al l pl ants greater t han 3 feet i n 
height must be l eft on -site to be des troyed dur ing c learing ac tivities ( BLM 2002) . T he l arger 
chollas thus become natural desert mulch, which provides a seed bank for regeneration of these 
species. 

Because cactus and yucca species are found within the Project Study Area, these requirements 
would apply to the Proposed Action. 
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3.17.2.2 State 
California Endangered Species Act 
The CESA, enacted to protect sensitive resources and their habitat, is similar to the federal ESA 
and i s adm inistered by  t he CDFG.  U nlike ESA, s tate l isted plants have t he same degr ee of 
protection as wildlife, but insects and other invertebrates may not be listed. The CESA prohibits 
the take of CESA-listed species unless specifically provided for under another state law.  CESA 
does allow for incidental take associated with otherwise lawful development projects.  

Take authorization may be obt ained by the project applicant from CDFG under California ESA 
Sections 2091 and 2081. Section 2091, like ESA Section 7, provides for consultation between a 
state lead agency under the CEQA and CDFG, with issuance of take authorization if the project 
does not  j eopardize t he l isted s pecies. S ection 2081 al lows t ake o f a l isted s pecies f or 
educational, scientific, or management purposes.  The CDFG recommends the development of 
appropriate m itigation pl anning to o ffset p roject-induced l osses o f l isted s pecies.  A  p roject 
applicant i s responsible for consulting with the CDFG ( if appl icable) t o preclude ac tivities that 
are likely to take any CESA-listed threatened or endangered species.  If a take of these species 
could occur, then an Incidental Take Permit (CDFG Code Section 2081) would be required. 

Because there are no state listed plant species present within the Project Study Area, the CESA 
would likely not be applicable to vegetation resources for the Proposed Action. 

 

California Environmental Quality Act  
CEQA was enacted in 1970 to provide for full disclosure of environmental impacts to the public 
before i ssuance of a pe rmit by  s tate and l ocal publ ic agencies. I n addi tion to federal or  s tate 
listed s pecies, “sensitive” pl ants and ani mals r eceive c onsideration under  C EQA. S ensitive 
species include, but are not limited to, wildlife Species of Special Concern listed by CDFG, and 
plant species on t he California Native Plant Society’s List 1A (presumed extinct), List 1B (rare, 
threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere; eligible for state listing), or List 2 ( rare, 
threatened, or endangered in California but more common elsewhere; eligible for state listing).  

 

California Fish and Game Code  
Sections 3511, 4700, 5050, and 5515 o f the California Fish and Game Code outline protection 
for fully protected species of mammals, birds, reptiles, amphibians, and fish. Species that are 
fully pr otected by  t hese s ections m ay not  be taken or  pos sessed at  an y t ime. C DFG c annot 
issue permits or l icenses that authorize the “take” of any fully protected species, except under 
certain c ircumstances s uch as  s cientific r esearch and l ive c apture and r elocation o f s uch 
species pursuant to a permit for the protection of livestock. Furthermore, is the responsibility of 
the CDFG to maintain viable populations of all native species. To that end, the CDFG maintains 
a Special Plants list. 

 

California Native Plant Protection Act  
The N ative P lant P rotection A ct ( NPPA) of  1977 di rected t he C DFG t o c arry out  t he 
Legislature's intent to “preserve, protect and enhance rare and endangered plants in this State.” 
The NPPA gave the California Fish and Game Commission the power to designate native plants 
as “endangered” or “rare” and protect endangered and rare plants from take. The CESA of 1984 
expanded on the original NPPA and enhanced legal protection for plants, but the NPPA remains 
part of the Fish and Game Code. To align with federal regulations, CESA created the categories 
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of “ threatened” and “ endangered” s pecies. I t c onverted al l “ rare” ani mals i nto t he A ct a s 
threatened species, but did not do so for rare plants. Thus, there are three listing categories for 
plants in California: rare, threatened, and endangered. Because rare plants are not included in 
CESA, m itigation m easures for i mpacts to r are pl ants ar e s pecified i n a f ormal a greement 
between CDFG and the project proponent.  

 

Porter-Cologne Act  
The intent of the Porter-Cologne Act is to protect water quality and the beneficial uses of water, 
and appl ies t o bo th s urface and groundwater. U nder this l aw, t he California State Water 
Resources C ontrol B oard dev elops s tatewide w ater quality pl ans, and the RWQCBs dev elop 
basin plans that identify beneficial uses, water quality objectives, and implementation plans. The 
RWQCBs have the primary responsibility to implement the provisions of  both statewide and  
basin plans. Waters regulated under Porter-Cologne include isolated waters that are no l onger 
regulated by  USACE. D evelopments which i mpact jurisdictional w aters m ust dem onstrate 
compliance w ith t he goals o f t he A ct by dev eloping S torm Water P ollution P revention P lans, 
Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans, and other measures in order to obtain a CWA 
Section 401 certification. 

 

Streambed Alteration Agreements, California Fish and Game Code, Sections 1600 – 1616 
Prior to commencement of any activity that would substantially divert or obstruct the natural flow 
or substantially change the bed, channel, or bank (which may include associated riparian 
resources) of a river, stream or lake, or deposit or dispose of debris, waste, or other material 
containing crumbled, flaked, or ground pavement where it may pass into any river, stream, or 
lake, the applicant shall submit a complete Lake or Streambed Alteration Program notification 
package and fee to the CDFG. The Lake and Streambed Alteration Program is a California law 
that requires that any person, state or local government agency, or public utility notify the CDFG 
prior to beginning of the activities listed above. The CDFG has 30 days to review the proposed 
actions and propose measures to protect affected fish and wildlife resources. The final proposal 
that i s m utually ag reed upon by  C DFG and t he pr oject pr oponent b ecomes t he La ke o r 
Streambed Alteration Agreement. The conditions of agreement and a C WA Section 404 permit 
often overlap. 

Because t he A pplicant’s P reliminary J urisdictional D elineation i ndicated t hat t he ephem eral 
drainages on the alluvial fan would be subject to CDFG jurisdiction under the Fish and Game 
Code S ections 1600 -1602, t he A pplicant would be r equired to obt ain a  S treambed A lteration 
Agreement. 

 

California Food and Agriculture Code §80001 et seq. – California Desert Native Plants Act  
The purpose of this act is to protect California desert native plants from unlawful harvesting on 
both public and privately owned lands. The act provides for legal harvesting of native plants. 
 

California Code of Regulations §670.2 and §670.5 

The code lists wildlife and pl ant species listed as threatened or endangered in California or by 
the f ederal g overnment under  the E SA.  S pecies c onsidered future pr otected s pecies by  t he 
CDFG ar e des ignated California Species o f Special Concern ( CSC).  C SC currently have no  
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legal status, but are considered indicator species useful for monitoring regional habitat changes.  
No California Species of Special Concern occur within the Project Study Area. 
 

CEQA Guidelines §15380 

CEQA G uidelines §153 80(b) p rovides t hat a species not  l isted on the federal or  s tate l ist o f 
protected species may be considered rare or endangered if the species can be shown to meet 
certain specified criteria. 

 

3.17.2.3 Local 
San Bernardino County Development Code 

Division 8, provision 88.01.10 of the San Bernardino County Development Code states that a 
removal permit is required for the removal of any native tree or plant that is subject to Division 8.  
Removals of native trees or plants that are not requested in conjunction with a land use 
application or development permit may be accomplished only under a permit issued by either 
the County Agricultural Commission or the County Fire Warden, subject to the provisions of this 
chapter. The Building Official or the Director of Environmental Health Services Department shall 
require a preconstruction inspection prior to approval of development permits.  

Approval from t he C ounty is required to remove, harvest or transplant a living desert native 
plant.  P er pr ovision 8 9.0415 o f t he c ode, t he f ollowing des ert nat ive pl ants, c annot be  
harvested or removed except under a pe rmit issued by the Agricultural Commissioner or other 
applicable C ounty R eviewing A uthority: ( 1) des ert pl ants w ith s tems t wo i nches or  greater i n 
diameter or six feet or greater in height (e.g. Dalea spinosa [smoketree]), (2) all species of the 
genus Prosopis (mesquites), ( 3) al l species o f t he family Agavaceae ( century plants, nol inas, 
yuccas), (4) creosote rings, ten feet or greater in diameter, and (5) all Joshua trees.  

 

San Bernardino County General Plan  

The San Bernardino County General Plan requires the retention of existing native vegetation for 
new de velopment pr ojects, pa rticularly J oshua t rees, Mojave yuccas and c reosote rings, and  
other species protected by the Development Code and other regulations. This retention can be 
accomplished by requiring the Building Official to make a finding that no other reasonable siting 
alternatives exist for development of the land prior to removal of a protected plant; encouraging 
on-site relocation of Joshua trees and Mojave yuccas; and by requiring the developer to bear 
the cost of tree or yucca relocation. 

The San Bernardino County General P lan requires 50-100 feet riparian setbacks that prohibit 
removal o f mature natural vegetation and pr ohibits removal of  vegetation within 200 f eet of  a 
stream w ithout a t ree per mit and env ironmental r eview with m itigations i mposed.  The S an 
Bernardino C ounty G eneral P lan al so enc ourages t he us e o f conservation pr actices i n t he 
management of grading, replacement of ground cover, protection of soils, natural drainage, and 
the protection and replacement of trees. 

The San Bernardino County General Plan does not apply to projects located entirely on federal 
lands. 
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3.18 Visual Resources 
Assessing v isual r esources i mpacts i nvolves a systematic analytical process t o logically 
evaluate visible c hanges in t he phy sical env ironment and the ant icipated v iewer r esponse to 
that c hange.  The v isual r esources s ection de scribes t he ex isting l andscape c haracter and  
visual quality of the Stateline Solar Farm area, existing views of the proposed facility location 
from various on-the-ground vantage points, the visual characteristics of the proposed facility and 
alternatives, and the l andscape c hanges that w ould be as sociated w ith t he c onstruction and  
operation of the proposed facility and alternatives as seen from various vantage points.  

For the purposes of this analysis, the proposed Stateline Solar Farm study area is defined as 
the areas and locations from which the proposed facility would be visible also referred to as the 
project viewshed.  This area consists of the portion of the Ivanpah Valley within California, in 
which the proposed facility could be visible from any location in the valley. 

 

3.18.1 Environmental Setting 
3.18.1.1 Regional Setting  
The proposed Stateline Solar Farm project is located within the Ivanpah Valley of the Basin and 
Range physiographic province.  This area is characterized by rough, rocky mountains formed by 
northerly trending fault blocks.  Typical of this province are isolated desert basins and jagged 
ranges al ong w ith des ert al luvial s lopes ( bajadas) and w ide valleys t hat ar e i nterconnected 
across low divides (Hunt 1974).  Views from travel routes within the vicinity of the study area 
tend t o enc ompass br oad, s weeping des ert ex panses bor dered by  r ugged mountain ranges.  
Within this regional setting, the s tudy area f or the v isual resources analysis is def ined by the 
numerous viewpoints from which the proposed facility would be seen, which includes the entire 
southern portion of the Ivanpah Valley.  The viewshed encompasses an area approximately 15 
miles from north to south, and approximately 10 miles from east to west. 

 

3.18.1.2 Approach to Baseline Analysis  
General Approach  
The t echnical app roach t o anal yzing i mpacts to v isual r esources w ithin t he pr oject v iewshed 
was based on BLM’s V isual Resource Management (VRM) System, which i s t he system that 
BLM r equires for us e on B LM-administered public lands.  This appr oach i s des cribed i n 
Appendix C. 

 

Visual Resource Inventory (VRI) 
The inventory stage involves identifying the visual resources of an area and assigning them to 
inventory classes using the BLM’s VRI process.  The process involves rating the visual appeal 
of a tract of land, measuring public concern for scenic quality, and determining whether the tract 
of land is visible from travel routes or observation points.  The process is described in greater 
detail i n BLM Handbook H -8410-1, V isual R esource I nventory ( BLM 1 986).  The i nventory 
classes descriptions are as follows: 

• I Objective: Preserve landscape character.  This class pr ovides f or natural 
ecological changes but does not preclude very limited management activity.  The level of 
change to the characteristic landscape should be very low and must not attract attention. 

• II Objective: Retain existing landscape character.  The level of change to the 
characteristic landscape should be low.  Management activities may be seen but should 
not attract a casual observer’s attention.  Any changes must repeat the basic elements 
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of line, form, c olor, an d t exture found i n the predominant na tural features of t he 
characteristic landscape. 

• III Objective: Partially retain existing landscape character.  The level of change to 
the characteristic landscape should be moderate (or lower).  Management activities may 
attract attention but should not dominate a casual observer’s view.  Changes should 
repeat the basic elements found in the predominant natural features of the characteristic 
landscape. 

• IV Objective: P rovide f or m anagement ac tivities t hat r equire m ajor m odification o f 
the l andscape c haracter.  T he l evel of  c hange t o t he c haracteristic l andscape c an be 
high.  M anagement activities may dominate the view and be the major focus of viewer 
attention.  H owever, ev ery at tempt should be made t o m inimize t he i mpact o f these 
activities t hrough c areful l ocation, m inimal di sturbance, an d repetition o f t he bas ic 
landscape elements. 

Visual r esource i nventory c lasses ar e as signed t hrough t he i nventory pr ocess. C lass I  i s 
assigned to those areas where a management decision has been made previously to maintain a 
natural landscape. This includes areas such as  national wilderness areas, t he wild section of  
national wild and scenic rivers, and other congressionally and administratively designated areas 
where dec isions have been made to preserve a nat ural landscape. C lasses I I, III, and I V are 
assigned based on a combination of scenic quality, sensitivity level, and distance zones. This is 
accomplished by  c ombining t he 3 ov erlays f or scenic q uality, s ensitivity levels, and di stance 
zones and us ing t he gui delines specified i n B LM Handbook H -8410-1 to as sign t he pr oper 
class. The end pr oduct i s a v isual r esource i nventory c lass ov erlay. I nventory c lasses ar e 
informational in nature and provide the basis for considering visual values in the planning/NEPA 
process. They do not  establish management di rection and s hould not  be us ed as  a bas is f or 
constraining or limiting surface disturbing activities. 

 

Visual Resource Management Objectives 
VRM objectives are established in resource management plans.  VRM decisions consider visual 
values es tablished by  t he V RI al ong w ith l and us e al locations, des ired outcomes, and  future 
desired c onditions.  The m anagement classes m ay di ffer from i nventory c lasses bas ed on  
management priorities for land uses and compatibility with land use allocations. 

For t he project s tudy a rea, an I nterim VRM C lass I II objective has  been es tablished.  I nterim 
visual m anagement c lasses ar e e stablished w here a pr oject i s p roposed and t here ar e no 
resource management plan-approved VRM objectives.  These classes are developed using the 
VRI process and must conform to the land use allocations set forth in the resource management 
plan covering the project area (the CDCA Plan).  

The i nterim obj ectives s erve as  t he bas eline f or pl an c onformance, w hile t he under lying V RI 
remains t he baseline for determining actual physical impacts on the visual resources of the 
area. 

 

3.18.1.3 Project Viewshed 
Description 
The project study area for the purposes of visual resources (i.e., its viewshed) is defined as all 
land areas from which any element of  the project would be visible.  This would include almost 
any location within the California portion of the Ivanpah Valley, as well as many locations within 
the Nevada portion of  the Ivanpah Valley.  Views of the project site would be r eadily available 
from I-15, the Primm Resorts, the t own o f N ipton, and from num erous BLM open r outes t hat 
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pass t hrough and near  the pr oject s ite.  The s ite would al so be  visible from t he surrounding 
mountains, i ncluding t he S tateline and M esquite Wilderness a reas an d t he C lark M ountain 
ACEC.  Figure 3.18-1 presents a project viewshed map. 

The pr oposed facility lo cation site i s s ituated on t he l ower por tion o f an al luvial f an at t he 
northern end o f Ivanpah V alley, along I -15.  The s ite c onsists pr imarily of  a gently s loping 
alluvial f an flattening o ut t o t he pl aya s urface o f I vanpah D ry Lak e.  Vegetation i s s parse, 
predominantly low-growing grasses and s hrubs s uch as  c reosote.  The ar ea i s bi sected by  
several dry washes ranging in size from 2 feet wide and a f ew inches deep in most places, to 
more than 10 feet wide and 4 feet deep in others.  The valley itself is bordered on most sides by 
rugged, rocky, mountains and jagged ridgelines.  Steeply rising, barren slopes and ridges of the 
Clark, Spring, and Ivanpah Mountains to the south, west, and north, and the Lucy Gray, 
McCullough, and N ew Y ork M ountains t o t he east, de fine t he I vanpah V alley in t he pr oject 
vicinity, creating an enclosed viewshed. 

Several existing electrical transmission lines cross the site, and are prominent in views of this 
portion of the valley.  O ther prominent built features currently existing within a f ew miles of the 
proposed facility include I -15, the Union Pacific Railroad, t he Ivanpah SEGS facility ( currently 
under c onstruction), the P rimm V alley G olf C ourse, the Walter H iggins Bighorn G enerating 
Station, the Silver State Solar facility, and the three casino/hotels and other buildings that form 
the Primm R esorts at the C alifornia-Nevada state line.  One m ain travel route, I-15, passes 
through I vanpah Valley from the nor th to the southwest w ithin 1 m ile of t he proposed facility.  
The proposed site is located immediately to the north of the Primm Valley Golf Course, a slightly 
elevated s ite with irrigated l andscaping and per imeter be rm-slopes which contrast 
conspicuously with the surrounding natural landscape for viewers in its vicinity. 

While the project portion of the Ivanpah Valley is visually relatively intact, it is located roughly 30 
miles s outh o f t he C ity of  Las  V egas, w ithin a visual c orridor al ong I-15 t hat becomes 
increasingly ur banized and l ess s cenically i ntact as  one p rogresses n orthward.  Thus, i n a  
regional context, the site is located at the outer edge of urban influence of the City of Las Vegas 
metropolitan area.  I-15 adjacent to the project site is the principal travel route for visitors to Las 
Vegas from southern California. 

 

Classification 
The analysis of Scenic Quality measures the visual appeal of the landscape.  Scenic Quality is 
rated as Class A, Class B, or Class C based on a scoring system using the factors of Landform, 
Vegetation, Water, Color, Adjacent Scenery, Scarcity, and Cultural Modification.  For  purposes 
of ev aluating S cenic Quality, B LM’s i nventory ( BLM 2010)  i ncluded es tablishment o f S cenic 
Quality Ra ting Un its ( SQRUs) b ased o n s imilarity o f phy siographic characteristics s uch as  
geology, v egetation, hy drology, t exture, c olor, variety, and t opography.  T he p roject s ite i s 
located in SQRU 009, Primm Valley. Table 3.18-1 summarizes the results of the field inventory 
assessment of Scenic Quality for SQRU 009, which includes the project site.  This rating would 
apply to all locations in the project area. 
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Table 3.18-1. Scenic Quality Rating, SQRU 009, Primm Valley 

Factor Rating Rationale 

Landform 1.5 Flat valley bottom; some interesting 
features in the north 

Vegetation 2 Predominantly creosote and sage 
community 

Water 0 Not present 

Color 3 Vegetation color dominant; contrast in 
creosote/sage/grass 

Adjacent Scenery 3 Enclosed landscape surrounded by 
mountain ranges far in the distance 

Scarcity 2 Mountain valleys and dry lake beds 
common in the region 

Cultural Modification -1 Casino, golf course detract from scenic 
quality and dominate the view from 
many locations 

Total 10.5, results in Scenic Quality Classification of Class C 

 

For the analysis of  v iewer sensitivity, t he area was d ivided into Sensitivity Level Ra ting Un its 
(SLRUs).  The p roject s ite i s l ocated w ithin S LRU 09,  P rimm V alley, but  i s al so v isible f rom 
SLRU 48 ( Mojave N ational P ark B oundary) a nd S LRU 50 ( Clark M ountain C limbing Area).  
Each SLRU was rated high, moderate, or low based on viewer sensitivity factors including type 
of use, amount of use, public interest, adjacent land uses, Special Area Sensitivity, and “ other 
factors”.  Table 3.18-2 summarizes the results of the field inventory assessment of Sensitivity 
Level for SLRU 09, which includes the project site, and SLRU 48 and SLRU, from which the site 
is visible. 

 

Table 3.18-2. Sensitivity Level Rating 

Factor Rating (H/M/L) Rationale 
SLRU 09, Primm Valley 

Type of Use H Gateway t o C alifornia, La s V egas; La s 
Vegas b oundary m entally e xtends t o 
this valley 

Amount of Use H The I-15 corridor is heavily used by 
commuters, t ravelers, r ecreationists, 
and local residents. 

Public Interest M Local residents of Nipton and Primm 
may be v ocal about c hanges i n s cenic 
quality 

Adjacent Land Uses M Highly visible from outside due to bowl 
shape; wilderness, access to Mojave 
National Preserve 

Special Area Sensitivity NP Not present 

Other Factors H Higher sensitivity in the southern part of 
the unit due to cultural significance 

Overall Rating H  

SLRU 48, Mojave National Park Boundary 
Type of Use H Recreation, sightseeing, history buffs 
Amount of Use H Heavily used travel corridors pass 

through the area 
Public Interest H Local, regional, national 
Adjacent Land Uses H Within viewshed of heavily used travel 

corridors: I-15, Highway 40, Route 66 
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Table 3.18-2. Sensitivity Level Rating 

Factor Rating (H/M/L) Rationale 
Special Area Sensitivity NP Not present 
Other Factors NP Not present 
Overall Rating H  

SLRU 50, Clark Mountain Climbing Area (Mojave Point) 
Type of Use H Active and passive recreation, solitude 

Amount of Use H Approximately 500,000 visitors per year 
in some locations 

Public Interest H Local, regional 
Adjacent Land Uses H Within viewshed of other critical travel 

corridors 
Special Area Sensitivity NP Not present 

Other Factors NP Not present 
Overall Rating H  
 

The t hird component o f the V isual Resource I nventory pr ocess i s t he delineation of  D istance 
Zones.  F or the pu rpose o f de fining V isual R esource Inventory C lasses, the N eedles Fi eld 
Office us ed onl y t he For eground-Middleground distance z one f or t he e ntire Fi eld O ffice a rea 
(BLM 2010). 

The above ratings for each of the three factors of Scenic Quality, Sensitivity Level, and Distance 
Zone were evaluated within BLM’s matrix for determining Visual Resource Inventory Classes.  
In the case of the Proposed Action area, the analysis of scenic quality, viewer sensitivity and 
distance z ones i n t he most recent V RI for t he pr oject ar ea ( BLM 201 0) c oncluded t hat t he 
inventory class is VRI III.  The CDCA plan allocation for the project area is MUC L, which allows 
for s olar el ectric facilities. S pecific p rojects must be ev aluated t hrough a pl an am endment to 
ensure consistency with all goals and obj ectives for this class. The conformity of the Proposed 
Action with the CDCA Plan’s Energy Production and Utility Corridors Element Decision Criteria 
is discussed in Section 4.6.  

Mitigation measures (presented i n S ection 4. 18) will be i mplemented t o m inimize t he v isual 
impacts o f t he pr oject. This pr actice w ill m itigate v isual c ontrast from ot her ar eas t he pr oject 
may be s een f rom, bu t not  i ncluded as , c ritical Key O bservation P oints ( KOPs).  Taking t he 
inventory class into consideration, recent developments that have been undertaken and/or 
approved in t he pr oject area, t he em ployment o f m itigation m easures, and the pr oject’s 
consistency with the MUC, an i nterim VRM Class III has been es tablished for the project area, 
because of the demonstrated ability to construct the project and maintain conformance with 
VRM Class III objective.  The objective of this class is to partially retain the existing character of 
the l andscape. The l evel of  change t o the c haracteristic l andscape should be m oderate. 
Management a ctivities m ay at tract a ttention, b ut s hould no t do minate the v iew of  the c asual 
observer. Any changes must repeat the basic elements of form, line, color, and texture found in 
the predominant natural features of the characteristic landscape. 

 

3.18.1.4  Evaluating Visual Impacts Through the Contrast Rating Process 
The contrast rating system is a systematic process used by the BLM to analyze potential visual 
impact o f p roposed pr ojects and ac tivities. I t i s primarily i ntended t o assist Bureau per sonnel 
who ar e not  f ormally t rained i n t he des ign ar ts to appl y t he bas ic pr inciples of  de sign i n the 
resolution of visual impacts. It is not intended to be the only means of resolving these impacts. It 
should be used as a guide, tempered by common sense, to ensure that every attempt is made 
to minimize potential visual impacts. The basic philosophy underlying the system is: The degree 
to which a management activity affects the visual quality of a landscape depends on the visual 
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contrast created between a pr oject and t he existing landscape. The contrast can be m easured 
by comparing the project features with the major features in the existing landscape. The basic 
design el ements o f form, l ine, c olor, and texture ar e us ed to make this c omparison and to 
describe the visual contrast created by the project. This assessment process provides a means 
for det ermining v isual impacts and f or i dentifying m easures t o mitigate t hese i mpacts. T he 
contrast of projects is evaluated using KOPs. 

The contrast r ating i s done from the most c ritical v iewpoints. This i s usually along commonly 
traveled routes or at other likely observation points. Factors that should be considered in 
selecting KOP's are; ang le o f observation, number o f v iewers, length o f t ime the project i s in 
view, relative project s ize, season of use, and l ight conditions. Linear projects such as  power 
lines should be rated from several viewpoints representing:  

• Most critical viewpoints, e.g., views from communities, road crossings; 

• Typical views encountered i n r epresentative l andscapes, i f not  covered by c ritical 
viewpoints; and 

• Any special project or landscape features such as skyline crossings, river crossings, 
substations, etc.  

The KOP locations for the S tateline Solar p roject were selected based on t heir usefulness i n 
evaluating existing landscapes and pot ential impacts on v isual resources with various levels of 
viewer s ensitivity, i n di fferent terrain, and from various v antage poi nts.  T he K OP l ocations 
include: (1) the view from major or significant travel corridors (I-15); and (2) views from nearby 
recreation areas (Primm Resorts, the Primm Valley Golf Course and Stateline Wilderness area).  
These locations, shown on Figure 3.18-1, provide representative examples of the existing 
landscape context and viewing conditions for the Proposed Action and other alternatives. 

It s hould be not ed t hat es tablishment o f a ba seline visual c haracter and s imulation o f t he 
Proposed Action and alternatives is complicated by the fact that current construction in the area 
is continually modifying the viewscape, presenting a moving target for the analysis.  Fi rst Solar 
filed their most recent POD for the project in August, 2011, and B LM f iled the Notice of Intent 
(NOI) to Prepare an E IS at that time.  The baseline to be used for visual analysis is the visual 
characteristics of the project location at the time of BLM’s NOI.  However, in this case, the visual 
character o f t he ar ea i n A ugust, 2011,  was do minated by  c onstruction of  t he I vanpah S EGS 
facility.  Construction on that facility began in October, 2010, and is expected to continue into 
2013, so the construction period for that facility completely overlaps the timeframe of this 
analysis. Because construction on I vanpah SEGS will be completed before construction on the 
Stateline facility would begin, the baseline, based on t he conditions at the time of the NOI, will 
have ceased to exist by the time project construction begins.  Because Ivanpah SEGS is not yet 
complete, it is not possible to present photographs showing the completed facility. 

To resolve this, the base photographs used for establishing the pre-Ivanpah SEGS visual 
characteristics o f t he area, and for developing v isual simulations, were taken between 
September and D ecember, 2010, before the visual appearance of Ivanpah SEGS construction 
became dominant.  Although these were taken almost one year before BLM’s NOI, they provide 
the bes t appr oximation of t he v isual c haracter of t he a rea a t t he time of t he N OI.  Then, t o 
evaluate the future appearance of the proposed Stateline facility, the visual simulations included 
simulation of the final, completed Ivanpah SEGS facility, as well as the completed Stateline 
facility.  S imulation of  I vanpah SEGS was necessary because t he i nclusion of  the completed 
facility is most representative of the future appearance of the Stateline facility, but photographs 
of the completed facility are not yet possible. 
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At each KOP, the existing landscape was photographed multiple times, as follows: 

• In December, 2010, the existing landscape from all 13 KOPs was photographed using a 
digital camera.  This set of photos, provided in Appendix C, was used to establish the 
visual c haracteristics of t he ar ea be fore s olar dev elopment be gan.  A lthough 
construction on Ivanpah S EGS be gan i n October, 2010 , construction o f the pow er 
towers and heliostats, which are the most prominent visual components of that facility, 
had not yet begun. 

• In September to October, 2010, the existing landscape from 7 of the KOP locations was 
photographed w ith a s pecialized panor amic l ens.  T his s et o f pho tos, pr ovided i n 
Appendix C, was used as t he base f or v isual s imulations o f t he P roposed Action and 
alternatives. 

• In December, 2011, the existing landscape from all 13 KOPs was again photographed 
using a di gital c amera.  T hese phot ographs es tablished t he appear ance of  t he a rea 
during ISEGS construction.  H owever, t he ap pearance o f t he ar ea during ISEGS 
construction i s no t r elevant t o t his anal ysis, bec ause c onstruction w ill be near ly 
completed before construction of the Stateline facility would begin.  Therefore, these 
photographs are not used in this analysis. 

A di scussion o f the e xisting v isual s etting for eac h K OP i s p resented i n t he following 
paragraphs.  The VRI Class I II rating appl ies to t he en tire s tudy ar ea, i ncluding al l pr oject 
alternatives, as  v iewed f rom any of  the KOPs discussed below.  T herefore, t he discussion of 
each individual KOP does not include a separate discussion of its VRI Class. 

 

KOP-1 – Interstate 15 near Primm, Nevada  
KOP-1 is at Primm, Nevada, at the California/Nevada border, approximately 2.25 miles from the 
proposed facility.  The view from the KOP is towards the southwest from southbound I-15, and 
presents the appearance of the project area from the perspective of an observer traveling on the 
highway.  The foreground is dominated by the f lat, sparsely vegetated surface of Ivanpah Dry 
Lake.  The alluvial fan, which is covered with creosote vegetation and would be t he location of 
the proposed facility, i s in t he m iddle g round.  The v egetation i s t an, brown, g reen, and da rk 
green, and i s crossed by unpaved roads and t ransmission lines.  The far background includes 
the Clark Mountain Range, with Clark Mountain on the left side of the photograph. 

 
KOP-2 – Edge of Ivanpah Dry Lake west of Interstate 15 

KOP-2 is located on the northeastern boundary of the proposed facility site, on the western flank 
of Ivanpah Dry Lake.  The view is representative for a viewer using the Dry Lake bed on the 
southwest side of Primm.  The view in the foreground consists of sparse salt brush and grasses 
characteristic o f the ed ge o f the D ry La ke be d.  The middle ground shows t he dar k green 
vegetation o f t he c reosote bus hes on t he al luvial f an.  V isible on t he al luvial f an ar e s everal 
transmission lines.  The far background is a view of the Clark Mountain Range.  In this view, the 
proposed facility would be located on the alluvial fan in the immediate foreground of the 
viewscape. 

 
KOP-3 – Interstate 15 south of Primm 

KOP-3 i s l ocated on  I -15 appr oximately 0. 5 miles south o f P rimm.  The v iewscape i s 
representative f or dr ivers and pas sengers dr iving s outh on I -15 i nto C alifornia from N evada.  
The foreground is dominated by the flat, unvegetated surface of the Dry Lake bed, and includes 
a f ence ad jacent to and par allel t o the highway.  T he m iddle g round includes the dark green 
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creosote bush of the alluvial fan with Metamorphic Hill, an inselberg rising from the middle of the 
alluvial fan, to the right side of  the view.  T ransmission l ines enter the viewscape from behind 
the viewer on both the left and the right, cross the Dry Lake bed, and cross onto the alluvial fan.  
On the left side of the view, the dark green creosote bush has been removed from a large area 
in t he ea rly phas es on construction on  I vanpah S EGS U nit 1.   The background shows C lark 
Mountain.  I n this view, the proposed facility would be l ocated on the right side, on the alluvial 
fan between the Dry Lake bed and Metamorphic Hill. 

 
KOP-4 – Interstate 15 at Primm Valley Golf Club 

KOP-4 i s l ocated on I -15 on t he nor th s ide o f t he P rimm V alley G olf C lub, l ooking t o the 
northwest.  The view is representative of the view available to drivers and passengers on I -15.  
The foreground is dominated by the flat, unvegetated surface of the Dry Lake bed, including the 
fence adjacent to I-15 and transmission line towers.  On the far side of the Dry Lake bed, some 
trailers and white water tanks located on pr ivate land are visible.  The near background, on the 
far side of the Dry Lake bed, shows the dark green creosote bush on the alluvial fan, with 
Metamorphic Hill rising in the middle of the fan.  To the left of Metamorphic Hill, the tower of 
Ivanpah SEGS Unit 1 is visible in an early stage of its construction.  The far background shows 
the Stateline Wilderness Area in the Mesquite Range.  In this view, the proposed facility would 
be located in the middle ground, on the alluvial fan to the right of Metamorphic Hill. 

 
KOP-5 – Interstate 15 south of Primm Valley Golf Club 

KOP-5 i s l ocated on I -15 appr oximately 0. 5 m iles south o f the P rimm Valley G olf C lub.  The 
view i s r epresentative o f t he v iew a vailable t o dr ivers and pas sengers on I -15 t raveling nor th 
towards Nevada.  The foreground shows a berm and fence adjacent to I-15, part of the 
infrastructure for t he hi ghway.  P ast t he ber m i s t he dar k green c reosote v egetation o f t he 
alluvial fan.  The middle ground on the right side of the view shows the golf course, which 
includes non -native t rees and w hite s tructures.  T he middle g round o n t he l eft s ide s hows 
Metamorphic H ill.  T ransmission t owers and l ines ar e l ocated bet ween t he golf c ourse an d 
Metamorphic Hill.  T he background view shows the Stateline Wilderness Area in the Mesquite 
Range.  I n this view, the proposed facility would not be s een because it would be on t he other 
side of the golf course.  Because the structures of the proposed facility are very low lying, they 
would not be s een above the trees of the golf course.  However, in Alternative 2, the southern 
portion o f the facility would be l ocated i n t he f oreground, be tween t he v iewer and t he g olf 
course. 

 
KOP-6 – Northwest Corner of Primm Valley Golf Club 

KOP-6 is located at the northwest corner of the Primm Valley Golf Club, and represents a view 
that may be seen from golfers using the club.  The foreground shows the light gray and dark 
green vegetation of the alluvial fan, as well as the transmission lines that pass between the golf 
course and Metamorphic Hill.  Metamorphic Hill is in the right middle ground.  The background 
view includes an addi tional l arge ex panse o f alluvial f an l eading up t o t he C lark M ountain 
Range.  I n t his v iew, t he pr oposed facility would be l ocated on the al luvial f an t o the right of 
Metamorphic Hill. 
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KOP-7 – Southwest Corner of Primm Valley Golf Club 

KOP-7 is located at the southwest corner of the Primm Valley Golf Club, and represents a view 
that may be seen from golfers using the club.  The foreground shows the light gray and dark 
green vegetation of the alluvial fan, as well as the transmission lines that pass between the golf 
course and Metamorphic Hill.  The southern end of Metamorphic Hill is shown in the far right 
middle ground.  The background view shows Clark Mountain.  The southern portion of 
Alternative 2 would be located in the immediate foreground of this view, between the viewer and 
the transmission lines. 

 
KOP-8 – Interstate 15 south of Primm Valley Golf Club 

KOP-8 i s l ocated on  I-15 appr oximately 2 m iles south o f t he P rimm V alley G olf C ourse, and  
represents a v iew of the site as seen by a dr iver or passenger traveling north on I -15 towards 
Nevada.  The foreground is dominated by the highway, berm, and fence.  The middle ground 
shows the dark green of the creosote bush on the alluvial fan.  The far side of the middle ground 
includes the cleared area for Ivanpah SEGS (just beginning construction) on the left, 
Metamorphic Hill in the middle, and the Primm Valley Golf Course on the r ight.  Transmission 
lines and unpav ed roads are visible on t he alluvial fan in the middle ground.  The background 
shows the Stateline and Mesquite Wilderness Areas in the Mesquite Range.  In this view, the 
proposed facility would be l ocated in the far middle ground, between Metamorphic Hill and t he 
golf course.  The southern portion of Alternative 2 would be situated closer to the viewer, just to 
the left of the golf course. 

 
KOP-9 – Nipton Road Overpass 

KOP-9 is located on t he Nipton Road overpass over I-15.  This view would be s een by drivers 
and passengers traveling north on I-15 towards Nevada, as they cross under the overpass.  The 
foreground i s dom inated by  t he hi ghway and a s mall i nselberg.  The l arge ex panse o f the 
middle ground shows the mixed light gray and dark green vegetation on the sloping alluvial fan.  
Features visible on t he alluvial fan include unpaved roads, Metamorphic Hill, and t ransmission 
lines.  The golf course is visible on the near edge of the Dry Lake bed on the right.  The Dry 
Lake bed, c rossed by I -15, can be s een on t he f ar r ight.  T he Primm casinos and hot els are 
visible where I -15 crosses the far side of the Dry Lake bed.  In this view, the proposed facility 
would be located between Metamorphic Hill and the Dry Lake. 

 
KOP-10 – Clark Mountain Range near Benson Mine 

KOP-10 is located in the Clark Mountain Range near the Benson Mine, and the view is looking 
towards the east.  This view is representative of what would be s een from a hi ker in the Clark 
Mountains.  Because the site is on the side of a mountain, there is no foreground view in the 
photograph.  The l arge ex panse of  t he middle g round shows l ight g ray and dar k green 
vegetation of the alluvial fan, crossed by transmission lines and unpav ed roads.  M etamorphic 
Hill is located on t he left of the middle ground, and the golf course if located on t he right.  The 
proposed facility would be situated between Metamorphic Hill and the golf course.  The far 
middle gr ound consists o f t he unv egetated D ry Lak e bed crossed by I -15 and  s everal 
transmission lines.  The background shows the alluvial fan rising on the east side of Ivanpah 
Valley, leading up to the Lucy Gray Mountains. 
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KOP-11 – Stateline Wilderness Area 

KOP-11 is located at the southwestern end of the Stateline Wilderness Area, and represents the 
view as it would be s een from hikers in that area.  The foreground shows the mixed l ight gray 
and dar k green v egetation o f t he al luvial f an, with t ransmission towers and l ines t hat pas s 
directly adjacent to the wilderness area very prominent.  Metamorphic Hill is seen in the middle 
ground to t he r ight, and  t he golf course i s l ocated j ust to t he l eft o f Metamorphic H ill, on t he 
edge o f the D ry La ke bed.  The pr oposed facility would be l ocated i n t he middle ground, 
between M etamorphic H ill and t he golf course.  The bac kground v iew i ncludes addi tional 
transmission lines, the Dry Lake bed crossed by I-15, and the Lucy Gray, New York, and Castle 
Mountains. 

 
KOP-12 – Stateline Wilderness Area 

KOP-12 is located at the southeastern end of the Stateline Wilderness Area, and represents the 
view as it would be seen from hikers in that area.  Like KOP 11, the foreground view shows that 
transmission towers and lines that pass directly adjacent to the wilderness area are very 
prominent.  Metamorphic Hill is seen in the m iddle g round.  The proposed facility would be 
located directly between the viewers and Metamorphic Hill, on both the near and far sides of the 
transmission lines.  The background view includes additional transmission lines, as well as I-15 
climbing up the alluvial fan towards the Clark Mountains on the left side. 

 
KOP-13 – Base of Metamorphic Hill 
KOP-13 is situated at the base of Metamorphic Hill, looking northeast towards Primm.  The view 
is representative for a hi ker or recreational off-highway vehicle user t raversing the al luvial fan.  
The foreground, which is the location of the proposed facility, shows the scattered light gray and 
dark green creosote bush vegetation on the alluvial fan.  The middle ground shows the Dry Lake 
bed crossed by I-15 and transmission towers.  The casinos and hotels of Primm are on the left, 
on the far side of the Dry Lake bed.  On the alluvial fan behind and uphill of Primm is the Walter 
Higgins Bighorn Generating Station.  The background view includes the alluvial fan on the east 
side of Ivanpah Valley, and the Lucy Gray Mountains. 

 

3.18.2 Applicable Regulations, Plan, and Standards 
Public agencies and planning pol icy establish visual resource management objectives in order 
to protect and enhance public scenic resources.  Goals, objectives, policies, and implementation 
strategies and guidance are typically contained in resource management plans, comprehensive 
plans and el ements, and local specific plans.  As described elsewhere in this document and in 
Table 3. 18-1 bel ow, f ederal g uidance c omes from the B LM’s V RM C lassifications and t he 
CDCA Plan.  No state or local guidance or plans are applicable to the proposed facility.  Table 
3.18-1 lists the relevant plans and notes project consistency with each; for completeness, the 
Table includes San Bernardino County policies and ordinances, although they do not  represent 
regulatory requirements.  As discussed in Section 4.18, consistency with applicable regulations, 
plans, and s tandards is also a pot ential indicator of the occurrence of an adverse impact.  The 
significance of any policy inconsistencies is also addressed in Section 4.18. 
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3.18.2.1 Federal 
Federal Land Management and Policy Act  
FLPMA i s t he enabl ing l egislation es tablishing t he B ureau o f Land M anagement’s 
responsibilities for lands under its jurisdiction.  

Section 102 (a) of the FLPMA states that “…the public lands be managed in a manner that will 
protect the quality of scientific, scenic, historical, ecological, environmental, air and atmospheric, 
water resource, and archeological values ….”  

Section 103 ( c) identifies “scenic values” as one of the resources for which public land should 
be managed.  

Section 201 (a) states that “The Secretary shall prepare and maintain on a continuing basis an 
inventory of all public lands and their resources and other values (including ... scenic values) ....”  

Section 505 (a) requires that “Each right-of-way shall contain terms and conditions which will... 
minimize damage to the scenic and esthetic (sic) values....” 

 
California Desert Conservation Area Plan 
The proposed Stateline facility is located within the California Desert Conservation Area Plan, 
which is the BLM Resource Management Plan applicable to the project site (BLM 1980).  While 
the CDCA Planning process included VRI, i t did not carry VRM classes decisions forward into 
the Record o f Decision (ROD).  The BLM Needles Field O ffice completed an updat ed VRI in 
2010 (BLM 2010).  The location of the proposed facility site is c lassified in the CDCA Plan as 
MUC L .  MUC L protects “sensitive, nat ural, s cenic, ecological, and c ultural resource values.  
Public l ands des ignated as  C lass L ar e m anaged to pr ovide for generally l ower-intensity, 
carefully controlled multiple use of resources, while ensuring that sensitive values are not 
significantly diminished.”  

The CDCA Plan includes a table (Table 1) which illustrates the types of allowable land uses by 
MUC C lass.  The t able s pecifically i ncludes E lectrical P ower G eneration Fac ilities i ncluding 
Wind/Solar facilities.  Guidance provided under this section allows for the authorization of such 
facilities within MUC Class L lands in compliance with NEPA requirements. 

 
Northern and Eastern Mojave (NEMO) Plan Amendment 
The NEMO plan amendments to the CDCA Plan did not directly affect visual resource 
management.  Among the el ements o f the N EMO pl an am endments w as des ignation o f 
approved motorized vehicle trails, including three such trails within the proposed Stateline 
facility site.  According to the NEMO Routes Designation EA, “the off-road vehicle experience of 
traveling historic routes provides an educational and scenic experience of the natural wonders 
of a harsh desert region and the elements that the pioneers and founders of the historical route 
had to endure.”  (BLM 2004). 

The E ast M ojave H eritage Trail, a 650 -mile trail i dentified i n the N EMO P roposed R oute 
Designation Plan Amendment as a major historical trail of scenic, historic, and Native American 
values, is one s uch designated trail within the Ivanpah Valley.  H owever, it does not cross the 
proposed Stateline site and would not be affected by the project. 

 

National Historic Preservation Act 
Under regulations of the NHPA, visual impacts to a l isted or eligible National Register property 
that may diminish the integrity of the property’s “…setting… (or) feeling…” in a way that affects 
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the p roperty’s el igibility for l isting, may r esult i n a s ubstantial adv erse e ffect.  “ Examples of 
adverse effects…include… Introduction of visual, atmospheric, or audible elements that 
diminish the integrity of the property’s significant historic features…“ (36 CFR Part 800.5) 

 

3.18.2.2 State 
State Scenic Highway Program 
The California S tate Department o f Transportation ( Caltrans) has identified a s tate system o f 
eligible and des ignated scenic hi ghways which, i f des ignated, ar e s ubject to v arious c ontrols 
intended to preserve their scenic quality (California Streets and H ighways Code, Sections 260 
through 263).  Highway I-15 within the project viewshed is not listed as an eligible State Scenic 
Highway. 

 

3.18.2.3 Local 
County of San Bernardino General Plan 
Various policies of the Conservation and O pen Space Elements of the San Bernardino County 
General P lan refer to the pr otection o f s cenic r esources i n t he pr oject area, as des cribed i n 
detail i n V isual R esources Table 3.18.3.  In pa rticular, Open S pace P olicies 5. 1 through 5. 3 
provide protection to designated County scenic routes.  Highway I-15 in the Ivanpah Valley is a 
designated County scenic route.  Please note that the San Bernardino County General Plan is 
not appl icable t o pr ojects l ocated on federal l ands, and t hus do no t represent r egulatory 
requirements to the project. 

 

Night Sky Protection Ordinance Ord. 3900 (San Bernardino County Code 87.0921) 
This ordinance is intended “to encourage effective, non-detrimental lighting; to maintain night-
time safety, u tility, security and pr oductivity; and  t o encourage l ighting p ractices and s ystems 
which will minimize light pollution, glare and light trespass, conserve energy and resources and 
curtail the degradation of the night time visual environment…” 

 
Table 3.18-3.  Consistency with Plans 

Applicable Policies  Consistency Determination  Consistent  
Federal  
CDCA Plan  
VISUAL RESOURCES  
6.0 Electrical Generation Facilities, VRM Classifications, Table 1: Multiple Use Class Guidelines, Page 15  
The 2010 BLM Needles Field Office 
Visual Resource Inventory 
assigned a VRI Class III to the land 
area that encompasses the 
proposed Stateline Solar Farm 
project area.  Because no VRM 
mapping or assignment has been 
adopted for the Ivanpah Valley area 
by BLM, this analysis thus refers to 
VRI classes.  The VRM Class III 
Management Objective requires 
that a project or action partially 
retain the existing character of the 
landscape.  The level of change to 
the landscape should be moderate.  
Activities may attract attention but 
should not dominate the view of the 

The proposed project would occupy 
BLM lands in Ivanpah Valley with a 
VRI Class III designation.  The 
moderate to high levels of visual 
change that would be caused by 
the proposed project in this area 
would meet the VRM Class III 
objective of not exceeding a 
moderate degree of visual change.  
The completed solar arrays would 
not have any structures greater 
than approximately 12 feet in 
height, so would not block views 
from any KOPs.  The configuration 
of the solar arrays in low lying, 
horizontal rows would appear as a 
dark horizontal band that is 

YES 
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Table 3.18-3.  Consistency with Plans 
Applicable Policies  Consistency Determination  Consistent  
casual observer.  Changes should 
repeat the basic elements found in 
the predominant natural features of 
the characteristic landscape.   

somewhat indistinct from the 
surrounding landscape, so they 
would not create substantial levels 
of visual contrast. 

Local 
San Bernardino County General Plan (2007) 
Section VI, Open Space Element  
County Wide Goals and Policies, Pages VI-6 to VI-18  
Goal OS-5: The County will 
maintain and enhance the visual 
character of scenic routes in the 
County. 

The proposed project would be 
visible from I-15, which is 
designated as a scenic route by the 
County.  The project would not be 
perceived as maintaining or 
enhancing the visual character of 
the area as seen from I-15. 

NO (note that conformance with the 
San Bernardino County General 
Plan is not a requirement for 
projects on federal lands) 
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3.19 Water Resources 
This section describes the existing hydrology and water quality conditions that could be affected 
by implementation of the proposed Stateline Solar Farm facility. The area of  interest for water 
resources encompasses al l s urface and  groundwater r esources that could be a ffected by  
construction, operations and maintenance, and decommissioning of the proposed facility. 
Because pol lutants c an be t ransported dow nstream or  dow n-gradient to s ensitive r eceiving 
waters, dow nstream receiving w aters w ere al so c onsidered i n t he analysis. The current 
condition and quality of  t hese w ater resources w as us ed as  t he ba seline ag ainst w hich t o 
compare po tential impacts o f the P roposed Action, as  di scussed i n Section 4. 19. In addi tion, 
existing laws and r egulations applicable to water resources in the area are described. In some 
cases, compliance with the existing laws and regulations would serve to reduce or avoid certain 
impacts that might otherwise occur with the implementation of the Proposed Action. 

 
3.19.1 Environmental Setting 
The proposed Stateline Solar Farm facility would be located in the Ivanpah Valley in the eastern 
Mojave Desert in San Bernardino County, California, near the California/Nevada border.  The 
Ivanpah Valley is approximately 569,000 acres in size.  Jean and Primm are the largest 
communities in the valley.  The Stateline project would be located near Primm and the 445 acre 
Primm Valley Golf Clu b. T he bas in is bounded by the Clark Mountains, Ivanpah Mountains, 
McCullough Range, Spring Mountains, New York Mountains, Sheep Mountain, and the Bird 
Spring R ange. S everal nor thwest-trending f aults transect t he basin, i ncluding the S tate Li ne, 
Ivanpah, and Clark Mountain faults.  

This area is located within the South Lahontan Hydrologic Region (HR), one of  ten hydrologic 
regions in California that correspond with major watersheds and drainage areas, as established 
by t he C alifornia DWR for m anagement pur poses.  Being l ocated w ithin t he South Lahont an 
HR, the Proposed Action is subject to management direction of the Water Quality Control Plan 
for the Lahontan Region (Lahontan 2005), under jurisdiction of the Lahontan RWQCB. 

The Mojave Desert is classified as a dry-hot desert climate, with portions classified as dry-very 
hot des ert, to i ndicate t hat at  l east three months hav e m aximum av erage t emperatures ov er 
100.4 °F (MDAQMD CEQA Guidelines 2011).  Prevailing winds in the project area are out of the 
west and s outhwest.  These prevailing winds are due t o the proximity of the Mojave Desert to 
coastal and c entral regions and t he bl ocking n ature o f the S ierra N evada M ountains t o t he 
north; and air masses pushed onshore in southern California by differential heating are 
channeled t hrough the Mojave D esert.  The M ojave D esert i s s eparated from the s outhern 
California coastal and central California valley regions by mountains (highest elevation 
approximately 10,000 feet), the passes of which form the main channels for these air masses 
(MDAQMD CEQA Guidelines 2011).  Most desert moisture arrives from infrequent warm, moist 
and uns table ai r masses from the s outh.  The M ojave D esert av erages bet ween t hree and  
seven i nches of  pr ecipitation per  y ear ( from 1 6 t o 30 day s with at  l east 0. 01 i nches of 
precipitation).   

The following sections characterize the existing environmental setting for the proposed Stateline 
facility, i ncluding i nformation r elevant t o surface w ater dr ainage, flooding, w ater quality, and  
groundwater resources. 
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3.19.1.1 Surface Water 
Surface Water Setting 
The pr oposed pr oject w ould be dev eloped on a n al luvial f an i n t he I vanpah V alley, w hich is  
designated as the Ivanpah Hydrologic Unit (Number 612.00) in the Water Quality Control Plan 
for t he Lahontan R egion ( Lahontan 2005 ). The I vanpah V alley e xtends ac ross t he C alifornia 
state line and into Nevada and is part of a larger hydrologic system that includes Roach Lake in 
Nevada.  There are no perennial f lowing surface water bodies within the valley, except f or in 
limited areas in the mountain ranges, adjacent to springs.  Seasonal springs are present along 
the base of the Clark Mountains, upslope and hydraulically upgradient from the proposed 
project site. These springs occur in areas of consolidated rock and are estimated to flow at a 
rate of no more than 5 gallons per minute (gpm). The discharge from the springs is inadequate 
to sustain surface flow for a substantial distance (Glancy 1968). 

The I vanpah V alley i s t opographically c losed.  Excess s urface flow d rains t o t he I vanpah, 
Roach, and J ean D ry Lak es, where i t ev aporates and l eaves beh ind a har d l akebed ( desert 
playa).  Ivanpah, Roach, and Soda Lakes are all dry alkali lake beds.  Ivanpah Valley is located 
in both California and Nevada, while Roach Lake is located entirely in Nevada and Soda Lake is 
entirely in California west of the Soda Mountains. The lakes are dry throughout most of the year 
except in t he wetter winter/spring months, and they only hold water temporarily.  Each lake 
receives flow f rom various unnam ed ephem eral dr ainages, as  well as  s torm-generated s heet 
flow from surrounding alluvial fans. 

 

Stormwater Flow 
The ex isting s tormwater flow ac ross t he p roposed pr oject area is generally t owards t he eas t, 
across the alluvial fan that has developed in conjunction with the uplift and erosion of the Clark 
Mountains. S tormwater i s c onveyed ac ross t he fan as  s heet flow and t hrough num erous 
ephemeral w ash c hannels, and c an r each t he I vanpah Dry Lak e during heav y r ain e vents. 
During major storm events, the ephemeral washes can flow for periods of a few hours to 24-
hours w ith t he pos sibility of  flash floods and mass w asting. The ephe meral w ashes on t he 
alluvial fan have been determined to be non-jurisdictional features by the USACE under Section 
404 of the CWA (LSA 2011a) and are, therefore, waters of the State. 

The proposed project area is located in Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Zone 
D, w hich i s c lassified as  ar ea where flood haz ards have not been mapped ( FEMA 2008) .   
Although a  flood haz ard anal ysis has  not  y et been c onducted by  FE MA f or t his a rea, a  
hydrologic s tudy and m odeling hav e been c ompleted by  t he Applicant (Taney E ngineering 
2011a; Taney Engineering 2011b).  The alluvial fan can be subject to intense storm water flows. 
Storm water flow across the active portion of the fan is controlled by runoff generated within the 
Clark Mountain sub-watersheds above the alluvial fan and from runoff generated on the alluvial 
fan itself (Taney Engineering 2011a; Taney Engineering 2011b). The Applicant has identified 6 
sub-watersheds that contribute s tormwater f lows t hat c ould af fect t he p roposed pr oject area.  
These sub-watersheds comprise a total of 23,014 acres within the Clark Mountains and on the 
alluvial fan itself (Taney Engineering 2011a). 

Stormwater flow i n t he ar ea o f t he P roposed A ction i s af fected by  t wo f eatures.  Fi rst, 
Metamorphic Hill is a bedrock feature that crops out in the middle of the alluvial fan, rising 
approximately 300 feet above the alluvial fan surface.  Being comprised of bedrock, this feature 
is not  par t o f the br oad, g eneral m ovement o f alluvial f an s ediment t hat oc curs du ring eac h 
stormwater flow event.  As a result, Metamorphic Hill blocks stormwater flow coming from the 
west, and diverts the s tormwater ar ound bot h i ts nor th and s outh ends .  Hydrologic anal ysis 
conducted by Taney Engineering for the Applicant indicates that flow is primarily diverted 
around t he s outh end of t he hi ll, and c auses t he p resence o f two l arge, i ncised d rainage 
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channels referred to as the North Wash and South Wash (Taney Engineering 2011a).  Being 
located directly adjacent to the northeast side of Metamorphic Hill, the southern part of the 
footprint of the Proposed Action exists in a type of drainage “shadow” on the downgradient side 
of the hill.  In this area, Metamorphic Hill blocks the flow coming from the mountains to the west, 
and diverts it to the south.  The project location was selected, in part, to avoid the concentrated 
flow in the North and South Washes. 

The second feature potentially affecting stormwater flow onto the proposed facility location is the 
Ivanpah S EGS s olar f acility.  Ivanpah SEGS U nits 2 and 3 ar e located on t he west s ide of  
Metamorphic H ill, and a re di rectly upgr adient o f t he p roposed S tateline f acility.  The Ivanpah 
SEGS facility was designed as a low-impact de velopment facility, and does not i nclude any 
active s tormwater m anagement features ( diversion or  r etention s tructures) w ithin t he vast 
heliostat fields.  However, Ivanpah S EGS does  i nclude s ome i mpermeable ar eas and flood 
protection features w ithin t heir pow er bl ock a reas.  The hy drologic modeling done by  T aney 
Engineering for the Applicant incorporated these areas into their calculations of flow conditions 
for the Stateline facility (Taney Engineering 2011a) 

 

Surface Water Quality 
Water quality objectives are established in the Water Quality Control Plan for the Lahontan 
Region (Lahontan 2005).  The purpose of water quality objectives and r equirements described 
in t he P lan i s t o pr otect Designated Beneficial Us es of s urface w aters, w hich i nclude 
consumptive (municipal, industrial, and irrigation) and non-consumptive (recreation and habitat) 
uses.  The Lahontan RWQCB has established a nondegradation objective for all waters within 
the Lahontan Region, and this objective would be applicable to the Proposed Action.  The Plan 
has also established numerical and nar rative water quality objectives for specific water bodies, 
but Ivanpah Valley is not among these. 

Surface waters in the Ivanpah Hydrologic Unit are designated for beneficial uses in the Water 
Quality Control P lan f or the Lahontan Region (Lahontan 2005) .  The designated uses for the 
area are summarized in Table 3.19-1. 

 
Table 3.19-1. Designated Beneficial Uses for Surface Waters in the Ivanpah Hydrologic Unit 

Beneficial Use 
Designation  Description  

Groundwater Recharge  
Beneficial uses of waters used for natural or artificial recharge of ground water for 
purposes of future extraction, maintenance of water quality, or halting of saltwater 
intrusion into freshwater aquifers.  

Flood Peak 
Attenuation/Flood Water 
Storage  

Beneficial uses of riparian wetlands in flood plain areas and other wetlands that 
receive natural surface drainage and buffer its passage to receiving waters.  

Wildlife Habitat  
Beneficial uses of waters that support wildlife habitats including, but not limited to, the 
preservation and enhancement of vegetation and prey species used by wildlife, such 
as waterfowl.  

Municipal and Domestic 
Supply  

Beneficial uses of waters used for community, military, or individual water supply 
systems including, but not limited to, drinking water supply.  

Agricultural Supply  Beneficial uses of waters used for farming, horticulture, or ranching, including, but not 
limited to, irrigation, stock watering, and support of vegetation for range grazing.  

Water Quality 
Enhancement  

Beneficial uses of waters that support natural enhancement or improvement of water 
quality in or downstream of a water body including, but not limited to, erosion control, 
filtration and purification of naturally occurring water pollutants, streambank 
stabilization, maintenance of channel integrity, and siltation control.  

Cold Freshwater Habitat  
Beneficial uses of waters that support cold water ecosystems including, but not 
limited to, reservation and enhancement of aquatic habitats, vegetation, fish, and 
wildlife, including invertebrates.  
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Table 3.19-1. Designated Beneficial Uses for Surface Waters in the Ivanpah Hydrologic Unit 
Beneficial Use 

Designation  Description  

Warm Freshwater Habitat.  
Beneficial uses of waters that support warm water ecosystems including, but not 
limited to, preservation and enhancement of aquatic habitats, vegetation, fish, and 
wildlife, including invertebrates.  

Inland Saline Water Habitat  
Beneficial uses of waters that support inland saline water ecosystems including, but 
not limited to, preservation and enhancement of aquatic saline habitats, vegetation, 
fish, and wildlife, including invertebrates.  

Water Contact Recreation  

Beneficial uses of waters used for recreational activities involving body contact with 
water where ingestion of water is reasonably possible. These uses include, but are 
not limited to, swimming, wading, waterskiing, skin and scuba diving, surfing, white 
water activities, fishing, and use of natural hot springs.  

Noncontact Water 
Recreation  

Beneficial uses of waters used for recreational activities involving proximity to water, 
but not normally involving body contact with water where ingestion of water is 
reasonably possible. These uses include, but are not limited to, picnicking, 
sunbathing, hiking, beachcombing, camping, boating, tidepool and marine life study, 
hunting, sightseeing, and aesthetic enjoyment in conjunction with the above 
activities.  

 

3.19.1.2 Groundwater 
Groundwater Setting 
The project s ite is located within the Ivanpah Valley Groundwater B asin (IVGB).  The IVGB 
covers an area of 199,000 ac.  The gr oundwater in t he project area primarily occurs in the 
Quaternary alluvium, including the unconsolidated sediments of the alluvial fan.  Groundwater 
flow direction generally follows topography from all sides of the basin towards the Ivanpah Dry 
Lake.  At the project site, this would indicate a groundwater flow direction towards the northeast.  
Groundwater f low directions may be impeded b y t he Stateline, I vanpah, and C lark M ountain 
Faults (DWR 2004).  The depth to groundwater in the basin varies from less than 100 to 715 
feet below ground surface (bgs), with depth increasing upslope along the alluvial fan (Broadbent 
2002).  Near the proposed project site, groundwater depths in Primm wells WP-5 and WP-6 are 
in the range of 100 feet bgs (Broadbent 2002). 

Groundwater in the IVGB is unconfined with several local semi-confined areas, such as in the 
vicinity of Jean Dry Lake.  Transmissivity of the IVGB aquifer, estimated from well tests, ranges 
from 2,300 to 100,000 gallons per day per foot (gpd/ft). Higher transmissivity values occur in the 
southern (California) portion of the basin. On average, transmissivity across the IVGB appears 
to be on t he order of 20,000 gpd/ft (URS 1990). The storage capacity on t he California side of 
the valley of the IVGB is estimated to be 3.09 million acre-feet (DWR 2004). 

There is no under flow water supply to the basin (Glancy 1968), so all groundwater is supplied 
by pr ecipitation t hat falls w ithin t he bas in.  The principle s ource o f r echarge i s per colation of 
runoff through alluvium within Wheaton Wash and at the base of the bordering mountain 
ranges.  Groundwater discharge from the basin occurs mainly through pumping and under flow 
towards the Las Vegas Valley (Glancy 1968). 

Local s ubsidence i n t he f orm o f s inkholes has  discussed i n S ection 3. 14.  Broadbent (2009) 
considered the potential for groundwater extraction and l owering of the water table associated 
with the Primm Casino and/or Primm Valley Golf Course wells to have caused the subsidence.  
However, t he r eport c oncluded t hat t he gr oundwater ex traction was not t he c ause for two 
reasons.  Fi rst, the amount of drop in the water table in the area is in the range of 5 feet, and 
this is much lower than the amount of drop observed in other locations where groundwater 
extraction is known to have resulted in subsidence. The second observation in the Broadbent 
(2009) report is that the area of subsidence is located more than 3 miles from the Primm Casino 
and Primm Valley Golf Course wells. 
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Groundwater Use 
Groundwater i n t he I vanpah H ydrologic U nit is designated for bene ficial us es i n t he Water 
Quality Control P lan f or the Lahontan Region (Lahontan 2005) .  The designated uses for the 
area are summarized in Table 3.19-2. 

 
Table 3.19-2. Designated Beneficial Uses for Groundwater in the Ivanpah Hydrologic Unit 

Beneficial Use 
Designation  Description  

Municipal and Domestic 
Supply  

Beneficial uses of waters used for community, military, or individual water supply 
systems including, but not limited to, drinking water supply.  

Agricultural Supply  Beneficial uses of waters used for farming, horticulture, or ranching, including, but not 
limited to, irrigation, stock watering, and support of vegetation for range grazing.  

Industrial Service Supply  

Beneficial uses of waters used for industrial activities that do not depend primarily on 
water quality including, but not limited to, mining, cooling water supply, geothermal 
energy production, hydraulic conveyance, gravel washing, fire protection, and oil well 
repressurization. 

Freshwater Replenishment  Beneficial uses of waters used for natural or artificial maintenance of surface water 
quantity or quality (e.g., salinity).  

 

Groundwater in the area of the proposed project is used for these beneficial uses.  Figure 3.19-
1 shows locations of  groundwater production and m onitoring wells, along with the most recent 
Total Dissolved Solids (TDS) concentrations measured in these wells.  Table 3.19-3 shows the 
estimated groundwater pumping rate for those wells. 

Groundwater was formerly pum ped f rom t he Colosseum 1 C olosseum 2  wells f or use by  t he 
Colosseum Mine, located in the Clark Mountains.  This use of these wells was ceased when the 
mine closed in the early 1990s.  Wells PVGC-7, PVGC-8, and PVGC-9 were installed in 1995 to 
supply water f or i rrigation of  the P rimm V alley G olf C ourse.  B y 1998,  t he golf c ourse had  
purchased the Colosseum wells, and now uses those wells for their water source. 

In 1989, Whiskey Pete’s (the first of the Primm resort facilities) installed wells WP-5 and WP-6 
to provide water for domestic use at t he resorts.  These wells also supply water to t he NV 
Energy Walter Higgins Power Generating Station. 

The Ivanpah S EGS facility beg an c onstruction i n 2010.   The pl an for t hat facility i ncluded 
installation of two groundwater production wells.  Water use from these wells is estimated to be 
77 acre feet per year (ac-ft/yr) throughout the operation of Ivanpah SEGS. 

 
Table 3.19-3. Groundwater Use in Southern Ivanpah Valley 

User Distance from 
Proposed 

Action (miles) 

Pump Rate 
(ac-ft/yr) 

Consumptive Use 
(ac-ft/yr) 

Primm Casinos (WP-5 and 
WP-6) 

0 8601 
 

510 

Primm Valley Golf Course 
(Colosseum 1, Colosseum 
2, PVGC-7, PVGC-8, and 
PVGC-9) 

1-1.5 1,8002 1,220 

Ivanpah SEGS 2 1003 100 
Molycorp 17 8474 847 
Desert 18 501 30 
Nipton 24 301 

 
20 
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Table 3.19-3. Groundwater Use in Southern Ivanpah Valley 
1 Source: West Yost 2011a 
2 Source: Permitted value from Broadbent 2012 
3 Source: BLM 2010.  It is assumed the phase of construction requiring the greatest water use for 
Ivanpah SEGS would be completed by the time Stateline begins construction.  Therefore, this rate is the 
estimated annual operation rate. 
4 Source: San Bernardino County 2010.  The wells are currently inactive, but have historically pumped up 
to 1,200 ac-ft/yr.  The 2010 Mitigated Negative Declaration assumes a potential maximum freshwater 
use rate of 525 gpm, which equates to 847 ac-ft/yr if pumped all year.  Some portion of this would likely 
be accessed from Molycorp’s Shadow Valley wells, so 847 ac-ft/yr is an overestimate. 
 

 

Groundwater Quality 
Groundwater quality within the IVGB is highly variable.  In most of the basin, the groundwater is 
dominated by sodium and calcium as the cations and bicarbonate as the major anion.  Water 
quality in the washes and alluvial fan areas is good, and supports groundwater production wells 
for t he Primm re sorts, P rimm V alley G olf C ourse, Molycorp m ine oper ations, and s cattered 
residents.  Overall, the groundwater in the basin is rated as marginal to inferior for domestic and 
irrigation use due to elevated fluoride and sodium concentrations (DWR 2004). 

Water q uality in the bas in dec reases w ith pr oximity t o t he D ry Lak e due t o ev aporation an d 
concentration o f s alts, and the w ater quality bec omes do minated by s odium c hloride (DWR 
2004; West Yost 2011a). TDS concentrations range from 300 to 500 milligrams per liter (mg/L) 
in most of the basin, but evaporation at the Dry Lake bed has resulted in TDS concentrations in 
the center of the Dry Lake as high as 50,000 mg/L.  This feature can be seen in Table 3.19-4, 
which shows TDS concentrations in wells near the proposed project site.  Well locations, along 
with the most recent TDS concentrations, are shown in Figure 3.19-1. 

 
Table 3.19-4. Total Dissolved Solids Concentrations in Groundwater 

 
Well Former TDS Concentration 

(Date)1 
TDS Concentration July 2008 

WP-5 150-180 mg/L (1994) 560 mg/L 
WP-6 100 mg/L (1994) 760 mg/L 
Colosseum 1 395 mg/L (1998) 450 mg/L 
Colosseum 2 382 mg/L (1998) 350 mg/L 
PVGC-7 1,355 mg/L (1995) 1,300 mg/L 
PVGC-8 1,004 mg/L (1996) 940 mg/L 
PVGC-9 365 mg/L (1997) 720 mg/L 
1Source: Broadbent 2002 

 

The wells f urther from t he D ry La ke (WP-5 and W P-6) o riginally had t he l owest TDS 
concentrations, in the range of 100-180 mg/L.  The Colosseum wells, closer to the Dry Lake, 
had concentrations in the range of 350-400 mg/L.  Those closest to the Dry Lake (PVGC-7 and 
PVGC-8) had original TDS concentrations over 1,000 mg/L. 

 
3.19.2 Applicable Regulations, Plan, and Standards 
3.19.2.1 Federal 
Clean Water Act. The CWA (33 U.S.C. Section 1251 et seq.) was enacted with the intent of 
restoring and maintaining the c hemical, phy sical, a nd bi ological i ntegrity o f the w aters o f t he 
United States. The CWA establishes the basic structure for regulating discharges of pollutants 
into the waters of the U.S. and has given the EPA the authority to implement pol lution control 
programs. The CWA re quires s tates t o s et s tandards t o pr otect, maintain, and r estore w ater 
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quality through the regulation of point source and certain non-point source discharges to surface 
water. Those discharges are regulated by the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permit process (CWA Section 402). In California, NPDES permitting authority is 
delegated to, and ad ministered by , t he ni ne R WQCBs. T he P roposed A ction i s within t he 
jurisdiction of the Lahontan RWQCB. 

 

Section 402 of the Clean Water Act authorizes the California SWRCB to issue NPDES General 
Construction Storm Water Permit (Water Quality Order 99-08-DWQ), referred to as the “General 
Construction Permit.” Construction activities can comply with and be covered under the General 
Construction Permit provided that they meet the following requirements.  

• Develop and i mplement a S torm Water P ollution P revention P lan ( SWPPP) w hich 
specifies Best Management Practices (BMPs) that will prevent all construction pollutants 
from contacting storm-water and with the intent of keeping al l products of erosion from 
moving offsite into receiving waters.  

• Eliminate or  r educe non -stormwater di scharges t o s torm s ewer s ystems and ot her 
waters of the nation.  

• Perform inspections of all BMPs.  

Projects that disturb one or more acres, including the Proposed Action, are required to obtain 
NPDES coverage under the Construction General Permits. The EPA’s NPDES Phase II Final 
Rule and the SWRCB NPDES General Permit No. CAS000004, “Waste Discharge 
Requirements for Stormwater Discharges from Small Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems 
(MS4s) General Permit (referred to as the “MS4 General Permit”) require that the County, as the 
MS4 oper ator, i mplement a S tormwater M anagement P rogram (SWMP) t hat r educes the 
discharge of pollutants to the “maximum extent practicable”, that protects water quality, and that 
satisfies the requirements of the CWA according to California’s MS4 General Permit (SWRCB 
2004). As such, the administration of NPDES regulations for the Proposed Action is the duty of 
San Bernardino County. 

 

Section 401 of t he CWA r equires that any  ac tivity, i ncluding r iver or  s tream c rossing dur ing 
road, pi peline, or  transmission l ine c onstruction, w hich m ay r esult i n di scharges i nto a S tate 
waterbody, must be certified by the RWQCB. This certification ensures that the proposed 
activity does not violate State and/or federal water quality standards. The limits of non-tidal 
waters extend to the Ordinary High Water Mark, defined as the line on the shore established by 
the fluctuation of water and indicated by physical characteristics, such as natural line impressed 
on the bank, changes in the character of the soil, and presence of debris. 

 

Section 404 of the CWA requires a permit for construction activities involving placement of any 
kind of fill material into waters of the U.S. or wetlands. The USACE may issue either individual, 
site-specific pe rmits or  general, nat ionwide per mits for di scharge i nto U.S. w aters. A  Water 
Quality Certification pursuant to Section 401 of the CWA is required for Section 404 permit 
actions. If applicable, construction would also require a request for Water Quality Certification 
(or waiver thereof) from the Lahontan RWQCB. When an application for a Section 404 permit is 
made the Applicant must show it has: 

• Taken steps to avoid impacts to wetlands or waters of the U.S. where practicable;  
• Minimized unavoidable impacts on waters of the U.S. and wetlands; and  
• Provided mitigation for unavoidable impacts.  
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• Section 404 and 401 would onl y be applicable t o the pr oject i f the U SACE has  
jurisdiction.  A lthough a final determination has not been made, preliminary information 
(Allen 2011) suggests that USACE will not assert jurisdiction. 

 

Section 303(d) of the CWA (CWA, 33 U.S.C. 1250, et  s eq., a t 1313 (d)) requires s tates t o 
identify “impaired” waterbodies as those which do not meet water quality standards. States are 
required t o c ompile t his i nformation i n a l ist and s ubmit t he l ist to t he E PA f or review and 
approval. This l ist is known as the Section 303(d) l ist of impaired waters. As part of this l isting 
process, states are required to prioritize waters and watersheds for future development of Total 
Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) requirements. The SWRCB and RWQCBs have ongoing efforts to 
monitor and as sess w ater quality, t o p repare the S ection 303( d) l ist, a nd t o dev elop T MDL 
requirements. 

 

National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP). The NFIP, implemented by the Congress o f the 
United S tates i n 1968,  enables par ticipating c ommunities to purchase flood i nsurance. Fl ood 
insurance rates are set according to flood-prone status of property as indicated by Flood 
Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) developed by the Federal Emergency Management Agency. 
FIRMs identify the estimated limits of the 100-year floodplain for mapped watercourses, among 
other flood haz ards. A s a c ondition o f par ticipation i n t he N FIP, c ommunities must adop t 
regulations for floodplain development intended to reduce flood damage for new development 
through such measures as flood proofing, elevation on fill, or floodplain avoidance. 

 

U.S. Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA), Section 1424(e). Section 1424(e) of the SDWA 
established the EPA Sole Source Aquifer (SSA) Program. A SSA is an aquifer which supplies 
more than 50 pe rcent o f a c ommunity’s dr inking w ater. The boundar ies o f des ignated S SAs 
include the entire surface recharge area for the aquifer, and can extend beyond the underlying 
aquifer. Since 1977, the SSA Program has led to the designation of 64 SSAs across the United 
States. Under the SSA Program, the EPA conducts environmental review of any project which is 
located within the surface recharge area of a designated SSA and which is financially assisted 
by federal grants or federal loan guarantees. These projects are evaluated to determine if they 
have the potential to contaminate a des ignated SSA; if the EPA determines that such potential 
exists, the project should be modified to reduce or el iminate the risk. This does not mean that 
the S SA P rogram c an delay or  s top de velopment o f pr ojects or  i mpact any  di rect f ederal 
environmental regulatory or remedial programs such as permit decisions. 

 

Executive O rder 11988, Fl oodplain M anagement. This or der di rects all f ederal agencies t o 
avoid the long-term and short-term adverse impacts associated with the occupancy and 
modification of floodplains, and to avoid direct or indirect support of floodplain development 
wherever there is a practicable alternative. 

 

3.19.2.2 State 
Senate Bill (SB) 610, Water Supply Assessment. SB 610 was passed on January 1, 2002, 
amending California law to require detailed analysis of water supply availability for certain types 
of large development projects. The primary purpose of SB 610 is to improve the linkage 
between water and l and us e pl anning by  ens uring greater c ommunication bet ween water 
providers and l ocal planning agencies, and ens uring that l and use dec isions f or certain l arge 
development projects are fully informed as to whether sufficient water supplies are available to 
meet project demands. SB 610 r equires the preparation o f a  Water Supply Assessment for a 
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project that is subject to CEQA and meets certain requirements, as described below with 
regards to the proposed Stateline facility. 

 

1. Is the proposed project subject to CEQA?  

Yes. A s pr esented i n this E IR, t he P roposed A ction r equires i ssuance o f pe rmits by  a publ ic 
agency and is, therefore, subject to CEQA. 

 

2. I s the pr oposed p roject a “ Project” unde r S B 610?  A pr oposed pr oject w ould m eet the 
definition of “Project” per Water Code Section 10912 if it is:  

•  A proposed residential development of more than 500 dwelling units;  

•  A proposed shopping center or business establishment employing more than 1,000 
persons or having more than 500,000 square feet of floor space;  

•  A proposed commercial office building employing more than 1,000 persons or having 
more than 250,000 square feet of floor space;  

•  A proposed hotel or motel, or both, having more than 500 rooms;  

•  A proposed industrial, manufacturing, or processing plant, or industrial park planned 
to house more than 1,000 persons, occupying more than 40 acres of land, or having 
more than 650,000 square feet of floor area;  

•  A mixed-use project that includes one or more of the projects specified in this 
subdivision; or  

•  A project that would demand an a mount of water equivalent to, or greater than, the 
amount of water required by a 500 dwelling unit project.  

 

Based on t he definition of “project” as presented above, t he proposed Stateline facility meets 
the intent of the definition, because it an industrial facility occupying more than 40 acres of land. 

 

3. Is there a public water system that will service the proposed project?  

No.  Water service during construction and operation of the Proposed Action would be obtained 
from two newly installed private wells. 

 

4. Is there a current Urban Water Management Plan that accounts for the project demand?  

No, t here i s no U rban Water M anagement Plan f or the uni ncorporated po rtion o f San 
Bernardino County where the Proposed Action is located. 

 

5. Is groundwater a component of the supplies for the project?  

Yes, water supply requirements for the Proposed Action or an alternative would be met using 
water pumped f rom two new  groundwater w ells l ocated at  t he facility.  Over t he 2-4 y ear 
construction per iod, approximately 1,900 acre-feet o f w ater w ould be r equired for soil 
compaction and dust suppression.  In addition, the O&M building would require approximately 
20 ac-ft per year for sanitary purposes.  The expected operational lifetime of the Proposed 
Action is 30 years. Therefore, total demand for the O&M building would be 600 acre-feet over 
the operational lifetime of the Proposed Action. 
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As described above, the proposed Stateline facility is considered a “project” as defined under 
SB-610, and a full Water S upply A ssessment was de veloped b y t he Applicant (LSA 2011b) .  
Potential impacts to water supply are addressed under in Section 4.19 of this draft EIS/EIR. 

 

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act. The SWRCB regulates water quality through the 
Porter-Cologne Water Quality A ct o f 1969,  w hich c ontains a c omplete framework for the 
regulation o f w aste di scharges t o bot h surface waters and gr oundwater o f th e S tate. On the 
regional level, the Proposed Action falls under the jurisdiction of the Lahontan RWQCB, which is 
responsible for t he i mplementation o f S tate a nd federal w ater quality pr otection s tatutes, 
regulations and g uidelines. T he Lahontan RWQCB has de veloped the Water Q uality C ontrol 
Plan for the Lahontan Region (Lahontan 2005) to describe how the quality of the surface and 
groundwaters should be managed to provide the highest water quality reasonably possible. The 
Plan lists the various beneficial uses of surface water and groundwater water within the region, 
describes the water quality which must be maintained to allow those uses, describes the 
programs, projects, and other actions which are necessary to achieve the standards established 
in this plan, and summarizes plans and policies to protect water quality. 

 

California Fish and Game Code. Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game Code protects 
the natural flow, bed, channel, and bank of any river, stream, or lake designated by the CDFG in 
which there is, at any t ime, any existing fish or wildlife resources, or benefit for the resources. 
Section 1602 appl ies to all perennial, intermittent, and ephe meral rivers, streams, and l akes in 
the State, and requires any person, State, or local governmental agency, or public utility to notify 
the CDFG before beginning any activity that will:  

• Substantially divert or obstruct the natural flow of any river, stream or lake;  
• Substantially change or use any material from the bed, channel, or bank of, any river, 

stream, or lake; or  
• Deposit or  di spose o f d ebris, w aste, or  ot her material c ontaining c rumbled, flaked, or  

ground pavement where it may pass into any river, stream, or lake.  

During final engineering and design of the Proposed Action, if it is determined that any project-
related actions would have the potential to necessitate a Streambed Alteration Agreement, then 
such an agr eement would be pr epared and i mplemented prior to construction of the Proposed 
Action, thus maintaining compliance with Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game Code. A 
Streambed A lteration Agreement i s r equired i f t he C DFG de termines t he a ctivity c ould 
substantially adv ersely a ffect an ex isting fish a nd w ildlife r esource. The agr eement i ncludes 
measures to protect fish and wildlife resources while conducting the project. The CDFG must 
comply w ith C EQA be fore i t may i ssue a final Lak e o r S treambed Alteration A greement; 
therefore, the CDFG must wait for the lead agency to fully comply with CEQA before it may sign 
the draft Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreement, thereby making it final. 

 

California Water C ode §13260.  California Water C ode §13260 requires t hat any  per son 
discharging w aste, or  p roposing t o di scharge waste, w ithin an y r egion t hat could a ffect the 
quality o f t he waters o f the S tate, o ther t han i nto a c ommunity sewer s ystem, must submit a 
report of waste discharge to the applicable RWQCB. Any actions related to the Proposed Action 
that would be applicable to California Water Code §13260 would be reported to the Lahontan 
RWQCB. 

 

California W ater C ode §13751.  California Water C ode §13751 r equires a R eport of  Well 
Completion to be filed w ith t he D epartment of Water Resources w ithin 60 day s of well 
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completion. N ew w ells must c omply w ith C alifornia D epartment o f Water R esources Well 
Standards as described in Water Resources Bulletins 74-81 and 74-90.  

 

3.19.2.3 Local 
Floodplain Management 
The San Bernardino County Flood Control District was formed as an ur gency and progressive 
measure for the preservation and promotion of public peace, health, and safety as a direct 
aftermath of disastrous 1938 f loods. The District exercises control over all main streams in the 
County, ac quires a R OW for al l m ain c hannels, c onstructs c hannels, and has  c arried out  an 
active program of permanent channel improvements in coordination with the USACE. The 
District ad ministers en croachment p ermits need ed for flood channel c rossings o r any  w ork 
within the district’s ROW, should they be required. 

 
Stormwater Management 
Currently, the County of San Bernardino follows state standards for water quality, and does not 
have t heir ow n s pecific s tandards. D uring c onstruction, pr ojects w ill be r equired t o obt ain 
coverage under the state’s General Permit for Construction Activities that is administered by the 
California Regional Water Quality Board, RWQCB. Stormwater management measures will be 
required to be identified and implemented that will effectively control erosion and sedimentation 
and other construction-based pollutants during construction. Other management measures, 
such as construction of detention basins, will be required to be identified and implemented that 
will ef fectively t reat pol lutants t hat w ould be ex pected for t he pos t-construction l and us e. 
Because projects will be subject to regulatory requirements, impacts to water quality standards 
or waste discharge requirements related to implementation of the General Plan are considered 
less t han s ignificant. All i ndividual c onstruction pr ojects ov er one -acre i n s ize t hat ar e 
implemented under  t he 2007 County of  S an B ernardino G eneral P lan are required t o hav e 
coverage under the state’s General Permit for Construction Activities. As stated in the Permit, 
during and a fter c onstruction, B MPs w ill be i mplemented to reduce/eliminate adv erse w ater 
quality impacts r esulting from development. Compliance w ith appl icable s tate and l ocal water 
quality regulations will ensure that impacts to water quality are less than significant. 
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3.20 Wild Horse and Burro 
This section describes bas eline conditions to s upport BLM’s analysis of the impact of the 
Proposed Action and alternatives on wild horses and burros (see Section 4.20). Wild horses and 
burros are protected by the Wild and Free-Roaming Horse and Burro Act of 1971 (P.L. 92-195), 
as amended by the FLPMA and the Public Rangelands Improvement Act of 1978 (P.L. 95-514), 
which declares t hese animals an i ntegral par t of t he publ ic l and r esources. Through t he A ct, 
Congress declared: “It is the policy of Congress that wild free-roaming horses and bu rros shall 
be protected from capture, branding, harassment, or death; and t o accomplish this they are to 
be considered in the area where presently found, as an integral part of the natural system of the 
public l ands” and  ar e t o be m anaged “ in a t hriving nat ural ec ological bal ance.”  P roper 
management is required to achieve and maintain population levels to ensure healthy herds and 
animals and to maintain a thriving natural ecological balance through reduction or elimination of 
conflicts now c reating severe adverse i mpacts on ot her highly valued nat ural r esources, 
especially wildlife.  

 

3.20.1 Environmental Setting 
Wild bur ros i nhabiting t he United States ar e descendants o f t he Nubian and S omali wild ass 
(Equus asinus) o f nor theastern A frica. The bur ro w as dom esticated ov er 5 ,000 y ears a go i n 
Africa and us ed as  a  beas t o f bu rden.  Spanish ex plorers i ntroduced t he bur ro as  a  
domesticated ani mal t o N orth A merica i n t he 16th century.  Wild bur ro popul ations bec ame 
established i n t he ar id southwest as  a r esult o f dom estic es capees a nd from bur ros bei ng 
intentionally turned loose when they were no longer needed. 

The CDCA Plan established 17 Herd Management Areas (HMAs), including the Clark Mountain 
HMA, w hich i ncludes t he l ocation of t he P roposed A ction. The C lark Mountain H MA, w hich 
encompasses 233,407 acres in the northern and eastern portions of the Clark Mountain Range, 
is m anaged by  t he B LM, and i s c overed unde r B LM’s E ast Mojave H erd M anagement A rea 
Plan.  No wild horses have been documented in the Clark Mountain HMA, but burros have been 
observed near the proposed project location as recently as 2011. 

Historically, B LM m anagement o f t his her d ha s i ncluded t he r emoval of  bur ros t o m aintain 
population l evels at  t he es tablished an A ppropriate M anagement Lev el ( AML) of 44 bur ros. 
There was a burro gather conducted in April 2001, where 79 burros were removed from the east 
side of Clark Mountain. The gathered burros were placed in the BLM’s National Wild Horse and 
Burro Adoption Program. 

A component of the NEMO Plan Amendment (BLM 2002) is the reduction of the AML for burros 
in this area of the HMA from 44 to 0. The purpose of this amendment was to reduce grazing and 
therefore as sist the r ecovery of  des ert tortoise. I n i mplementation of t he N EMO P lan 
Amendment, nearly 100 burros were removed by BLM in January 2007. Burros are still known 
to exist in this area, with burros observed a few miles to the west in Wheaton Wash in 2011. 
Although BLM plans to remove the remaining burros in the future pursuant to a separate gather 
decision, the remaining burros are still protected by the provisions of the Wild and Free-
Roaming Horses and Burros Act. 

 

3.20.2 Applicable Regulations, Plan, and Standards 
The BLM administers wild horses and bur ros as guided by the Wild and Free-Roaming Horse 
and Burro Act of 1971. This includes the management of Herd Areas (HA) and HMAs.  HAs are 
those geographic areas where wild horses and/or burros were found at the passage of the Wild 
Free-Roaming Horse and Burro Act in 1971.  HMAs are those areas within HAs where the 
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decision has  been m ade, t hrough Land U se P lans, t o manage for populations o f w ild hor ses 
and/or burros. 

BLM regulations pertaining to wild horses and burros are specified in 43 CFR Part 4700, and 
the 4700 B LM Manual Series prescribes the authorities, objectives, and policies that guide the 
protection, management, control, and disposition of wild horses and burros. 

The CDCA Plan included a Wild Horse and Burro Element which contains the following goals:  

• provide year-long food requirements of wild horses and burros;  

• provide adequate cover for wild horses and burros; 

• provide adequate living space for wild horses and burros; and  

• protect wild horses and burros on public lands.  

The Public Rangelands Improvement Act modified the Wild and Free-Roaming Horse and 
Burros Act by defining “excess animals”, and by modifying inventory procedures and adoption 
standards. 

The CDCA Plan established 17 HMAs where populations of wild horses and burros would be 
managed and pr otected.  Components of some of the HMAs, including boundaries and A MLs, 
were r evised t hrough the N EMO P lan am endments to the C DCA P lan.  This i ncluded a  
reduction in the AML for the Clark Mountain HMA from 44 to 0. 
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3.21 Wildland Fire 
This section describes baseline conditions to support BLM’s analysis of the impact of the 
Proposed Action and alternatives on wildland fire (see Section 4.21). 

 

3.21.1 Environmental Setting 
The behav ior and c haracteristics o f w ildfires a re dependent  on a nu mber o f bi ophysical and 
anthropogenic (human-caused) factors. The biophysical variables are fuels (including 
composition, c over, and  m oisture c ontent), w eather c onditions ( particularly wind velocity and  
humidity), topography (slope and as pect), a nd i gnition s ources ( e.g., l ightning). The 
anthropogenic variables are ignitions (e.g., arson, smoking, and power lines) and management 
(wildfire prevention and suppression efforts).  

Vegetation with low moisture content is more susceptible to ignition and burns more readily than 
vegetation with higher moisture content. Grasses tend to ignite more easily and burn faster, but 
tend to burn for a shorter duration than woody vegetation such as shrubs and trees. Continuity 
of fuels helps sustain wildland fires. Dense vegetation tends to carry a fire farther than patchy 
vegetation. The presence of invasive annual grasses, however, can provide fuel connectivity in 
patchy desert shrublands that would otherwise provide inconsistent fuel for a wildland fire. High 
winds provide oxygen to wildfires and c an also blow glowing embers off burning vegetation to 
areas far ahead  o f t he front o f a fire, al lowing fires to jump fuel br eaks i n s ome c ases. 
Conditions of low relative humidity will dry out fuels, increasing the likelihood of ignition. Finally, 
steep slopes and slopes with exposure to wind will carry fires rapidly uphill, and fires that are 
extinguished in mountainous areas are often contained along ridgelines.  

Vegetation at the proposed Stateline project site consists of barren areas and sparsely 
vegetated c reosote b rush scrub. Topography at  the pr oject s ite i s nearly l evel, s loping g ently 
towards the Dry Lake Bed to the east.   

Fire Hazard Severity Zones (FHSZs) are areas of significant fire hazards based on fuels, terrain, 
weather, and ot her r elevant f actors t hat hav e been m apped by  t he C alifornia D epartment of 
Forestry and Fi re P rotection ( CAL F IRE) un der t he di rection o f P RC 4201 -4204 and  
Government Code 51175-89. FHSZs are ranked from moderate to very high and are 
categorized for fire protection as within a Federal responsibility area (FRA) under the jurisdiction 
of a federal agency, within a State responsibility area (SRA) under the jurisdiction of CAL FIRE, 
or within a local responsibility area (LRA) under the jurisdiction of a local agency. The Stateline 
Solar facility site is located in a FRA under  the jurisdiction of BLM, and t he site is within a 
moderate FHSZ (CAL FIRE 2012).  There are no areas with a hi gh FHSZ in the vicinity of  the 
project site. 

According to the Nevada Community Wildfire Risk/Hazard Assessment Project, the area near 
Primm, N evada, i s classified a s a l ow haz ard c ommunity w ith r espect t o fire, i ncluding l ow 
interface fuel hazard c ondition, l ow i gnition r isk, and l ow c ommunity hazard r ating ( Resource 
Concepts, Inc. 2005).  Although this assessment was developed using a methodology from 
outside of San Bernardino County and outside of the state of California, the assessment 
provides i nformation s uggesting t hat t he fire r isk at  the p roposed facility s ite, l ocated 
approximately 2 miles from Primm, is low. 

The p roject ar ea i s w ithin t he a rea c overed by  the B LM C DD and N eedles Fi eld O ffice Fi re 
Management Plan (BLM 2004).  The CDD Fire Management Plan addresses management and 
suppression o f w ildfires, and does  not  add ress incidents on s pecific facilities s uch as  pow er 
plants.  T he P lan i dentifies Fi re M anagement Units ( FMUs) within t he C DD, and d iscusses 
characteristics, ob jectives, and s trategies for each ar ea.  The pr oposed S tateline S olar Far m 
facility would be located in the Mesquite FMU, Number CA-690-05.  The Plan classifies the area 
that includes the proposed facility as Fire Regime V, Condition Class I, as having little or no fire 
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history.  In t his a rea, s easonal w inter and s pring rains m ay al low g rasses, i ncluding i nvasive 
species (such as Red Brome) to become established, and these can create a fire threat through 
the summer months.  Should a fire occur in the area that is not specific to the facility, it would be 
addressed by BLM, not  by  the appl icant, and i t would be addr essed in conformance with the 
Fire Management Plan. 

Fire s upport s ervices t o t he s ite i tself w ould be  under  t he jurisdiction of  t he S an B ernardino 
County Fire Department (SBCFD).  Station 53 is 40 miles from the project site, located at 65 
Kingston C ircle, B aker, C alifornia, and w ould be t he first responder t o t he facility, w ith a  
response time of approximately 45 minutes. The SBCFD also has a Mutual Aid Agreement with 
Clark County (Nevada) Fire Department for responses requiring more assistance, but this 
assistance is voluntary. 

The A pplicant would i mplement a Fi re P revention P lan f or c onstruction and oper ations.  The 
plan w ould c omply with S an B ernardino C ounty r egulations, and  w ould i nclude t he following 
elements: 

• Design of a road network and Traffic Control Plan that would ensure adequate emergency 
vehicle access to the site; 

• Energizing electrical equipment only after final inspection and approval; 

• Monitoring of fire risks during construction and operations to identify and address risks; and 

• Use of non-toxic, mineral oil-based coolant that is non-flammable and biodegradable. 

During construction, water holding basins constructed for storing water for dust suppression 
would also act as  fire water storage.  During operations, a 5,000 gallon aboveground water 
storage tank would serve to store water for fire suppression. 

 

3.21.1.1 Fire History 
Between 1900 and 201 1 onl y t wo i gnitions oc curs i n or  near  t he pr oject ar ea: the Y ates f ire 
(1992) and the Stuck fire (2006). Both fires were human-caused (BLM GIS ignitions database 
accessed 2012 07 20). 

 

3.21.2 Applicable Regulations, Plan, and Standards 
3.21.2.1 Federal 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission  
The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) requires utilities to adopt  and maintain 
minimum clearance standards between vegetation and transmission voltage power lines. These 
clearances v ary dependi ng on  v oltage. In most c ases, how ever, t he m inimum c learances 
required in state regulations are greater than the federal requirement. In California for example, 
the s tate has  a dopted General Order 95 rather t han the N orth A merican E lectric R eliability 
Corporation ( NERC) S tandards as  t he el ectric s afety s tandard for t he S tate. S ince t he s tate 
regulations meet or  ex ceed t he FE RC s tandards, the FE RC requirements a re no t di scussed 
further i n t his s ection, as  c ompliance with t he s tate r equirements w ill e nsure t hat t he federal 
requirements are met.  

 
Federal Wildland Fire Management Policy  
The Federal Wildland Fire Management Policy was developed in 1995 and updated in 2001 by 
the N ational Wildfire C oordinating G roup, a f ederal m ulti-agency g roup t hat es tablishes 
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consistent and c oordinated fire management p olicy ac ross m ultiple federal j urisdictions. A n 
important component of the Federal Wildland Fire Management Policy is the acknowledgement 
of the es sential r ole o f fire i n m aintaining na tural ec osystems. The Federal Wildland Fi re 
Management Policy and its implementation are based on the following guiding principles:  

• Firefighter and public safety is the first priority in every fire management activity.  

• The role of wildland fire as an essential ecological process and natural change agent will 
be incorporated into the planning process.  

• Fire m anagement pl ans, pr ograms, and a ctivities s upport l and and r esource 
management plans and their implementation.  

• Sound risk management is a foundation for all fire management activities.  

• Fire management programs and activities are economically viable, based upon values to 
be protected, costs, and land and resource management objectives.  

• Fire management plans and activities are based upon the best available science.  

• Fire m anagement pl ans and ac tivities incorporate publ ic heal th and env ironmental 
quality considerations.  

• Federal, State, tribal, local, interagency, and international coordination and cooperation 
are essential.  

• Standardization o f pol icies and pr ocedures a mong federal a gencies i s an on going 
objective.  

 
International Fire Code  
Created by the International Code Council, the International Fire Code addresses a w ide array 
of conditions hazardous to life and property including fire, explosions, and hazardous materials 
handling or  us age. The I nternational Fi re C ode pl aces an em phasis on pr escriptive and 
performance-based approaches t o fire pr evention and fire pr otection systems. Updated every 
three years, the International Fire Code uses a h azards classification system to determine the 
appropriate measures to be incorporated in order to protect life and property (often times these 
measures i nclude c onstruction s tandards and s pecialized eq uipment). T he I nternational F ire 
Code uses a per mit system (based on haz ard classification) to ensure that required measures 
are instituted. 

 

North American Electric Reliability Corporation Standards  
The NERC is a nonprofit corporation comprising 10 regional reliability councils. The overarching 
goal of NERC is to ensure the reliability of the bulk power system in North America. To achieve 
its goal, t he N ERC dev elops and enf orces reliability s tandards, monitors the bul k pow er 
systems, and educ ates, t rains, and c ertifies i ndustry p ersonnel ( NERC 201 2). I n or der t o 
improve the reliability of regional electric transmission systems and in response to the massive 
widespread pow er out age that oc curred on  t he E astern S eaboard, N ERC dev eloped a  
transmission vegetation management program that is applicable to all transmission lines 
operated at  200 kV and above t o lower voltage l ines des ignated by  t he R egional Reliability 
Organization as critical to the reliability of the electric system in the region. The plan became 
effective on A pril 7,  2006 and es tablishes r equirements o f t he formal t ransmission vegetation 
management p rogram. The P lan i ncludes i dentifying and doc umenting c learances bet ween 
vegetation and any  o verhead, ungr ounded s upply c onductors, while t aking i nto c onsideration 
transmission line voltage, the effects of ambient temperature on conductor sag under maximum 
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design l oading, fire risk, l ine t errain and el evation, and t he e ffects of w ind velocities on 
conductor sway (NERC 2006). The clearances identified must be no less than those set forth in 
the Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers Standard 516-2003 (Guide for Maintenance 
Methods on Energized Power Lines) (NERC 2006). 

 

Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers Standard 516-2003  
The Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers is a leading authority in setting standards 
for t he el ectric pow er industry. S tandard 516 -2003, Guide for Maintenance Methods on 
Energized Power Lines, establishes minimum vegetation-to-conductor clearances in order to 
maintain electrical integrity of the electrical system. 

 

3.21.2.2 State 
California Fire Code  
The California Fire C ode is contained within Chapter 9 of Title 24 o f t he California Code of 
Regulations (CCR).  Based on the International Fire Code, the California Fire Code is created 
by the California Buildings Standards Commission and regulates the use, handling, and storage 
requirements for hazardous materials at  fixed f acilities. S imilar t o t he International Fi re Code, 
the California Fire Code and the California Building Code use a hazards classification system to 
determine the appropriate measures to incorporate to protect life and property. 

 

California Health and Safety Code  
State fire regulations are established in Section 13000 of the California Health and Safety Code. 
The s ection es tablishes bui lding s tandards, fire pr otection dev ice eq uipment s tandards, hi gh-
rise bui lding and c hildcare facility s tandards, i nteragency s upport pr otocols, and em ergency 
procedures. Also, Section 13027 states that the state fire marshal shall notify industrial 
establishments and pr operty ow ners hav ing eq uipment for fire pr otective pur poses o f the 
changes necessary to br ing their equipment into conformity with, and s hall render them such 
assistance as may be available in converting their equipment to, standard requirements. 

 

California Fire Plan  
The California Fire Plan is the statewide plan for reducing the risk of wildfire. The basic 
principles of the Fire Plan are as follows: 

• Involve the community in the fire management planning process;  

• Assess public and private resources that could be damaged by wildfires; and  

• Develop pre-fire management solutions and implement cooperative programs to reduce 
community’s potential wildfire losses.  

One o f the more i mportant ob jectives o f the p lan r egards pre-fire m anagement s olutions. 
Included w ithin t he r ealm o f pr e-management s olutions ar e fuel br eaks, t he es tablishment of 
Wildfire Protection Zones, and prescribed fires to reduce the availability of fire fuels. In addition, 
the Fire Plan recommends that clearance laws, zoning, and r elated fire s afety requirements 
implemented by state and local authorities address fire-resistant construction standards, hazard 
reduction near structures, and i nfrastructure (California Board of Forestry 2010). The Fire Plan 
does not contain any specific requirements or regulations. It acts as more of an assessment of 
current fire management practices and standards and makes recommendations on how best to 
improve the practices and standards in place. 
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California P ublic U tilities Commission (CPUC) G eneral O rder ( GO) 95:  R ules for 
Overhead Electric Line Construction  
GO 95 is the key standard governing the design, construction, operation, and maintenance of 
overhead electric lines in the State. It was adopted in 1941 and upda ted most recently in 2006.  
GO 95 i ncludes safety s tandards for overhead e lectric l ines, i ncluding minimum di stances for 
conductor spacing, m inimum conductor ground clearance, s tandards for calculating maximum 
sag, electric line inspection requirements, and vegetation clearance requirements.  

Rule 31.2, Inspection of Lines, requires that lines be inspected frequently and thoroughly for the 
purpose of ensuring that they are in good condition, and that lines temporarily out of service be 
inspected and maintained in such condition as not to create a hazard. 

 

Public Resources Code 4291  
Public Resources Code 4291 provides that a person who owns, leases, controls, operates, or 
maintains a bui lding or  s tructure i n, upon,  or  adj oining a m ountainous ar ea, forest-covered 
lands, br ush-covered lands, g rass-covered l ands, or  l and t hat i s c overed w ith f lammable 
material, shall at all times maintain defensible space of 100 feet from each side and from the 
front and rear of the structure, but not beyond the property line. 

 

3.21.2.3 Local 
San Bernardino County General Plan 
Goals S3 of the Safety Element of the San Bernardino County General Plan reads “The County 
will protect its residents and visitors from injury and loss of life and protect property from fires”.  
The P lan es tablishes po licies and des cribes pr ograms i ntended to ac complish t his goal. The 
San B ernardino C ounty General P lan i s not  app licable t o pr ojects l ocated ent irely on f ederal 
lands. 
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3.22 Wildlife Resources 
The section describes the environmental setting and wildlife resources present or with potential 
to occur within the approximately 2,143-ac proposed project site (Alternative 1), including 2,084 
acres for the Stateline Solar Farm (north of the existing transmission line in this area), 18 acres 
for t he access corridor, and 41 acres for t he t ransmission c orridor.  The Project Study A rea 
covers approximately 5,850 acres and encompasses the areas of the Proposed Action and al l 
action al ternatives.  Information i n this section is largely based on the Biological Resources 
Technical Report – Stateline Solar Farm Project (First Solar 2012n).  A detailed description of 
survey methods utilized by the Applicant to identify the biological resources within the Project 
can be found in the Biological Resources Technical Report – Stateline Solar Farm Project (First 
Solar 2012n).    

During t he s coping period, government a gencies and members o f t he publ ic i dentified t he 
following issues and concerns related to biological resources: potential impacts to protected 
wildlife species and their habitats including bighorn sheep, desert tortoise, migratory birds, the 
golden eag le, and r are pl ants; and c umulative ef fects o f dev elopments w ithin t he I vanpah 
Valley. 

 
 
3.22.1 Environmental Setting 
The Project site is located in the Ivanpah Valley in San Bernardino County, California near the 
boundary of California a nd N evada, approximately 2 miles southwest of the town o f Primm, 
Nevada.  T he proposed project location is shown in Figure 1-1.  Ivanpah Valley l ies within the 
larger Mojave Desert, an ecoregion extending across southeastern California, southern Nevada, 
southwestern Utah, and northwestern Arizona. The Mojave Desert is characterized by interior 
mountain ranges and v alleys, with elevations generally ranging between 2,000 and 5 ,000 feet. 
At lower elevations, the desert is dominated by creosote bush (Larrea tridentata), named for its 
distinctive odor. The lowest points in the desert are occupied by playas or alkali sinks, dry lake 
beds where evaporation leaves wide expanses of soils with high alkalinity or salinity.  

Originally proposed in 2008, the Project site has since changed in size and shape. To ensure 
that the resources within the Project site were thoroughly documented and to allow for flexibility 
in site layout design, a large Project Study Area covering approximately 5,850 acres was 
identified f or characterization. Located w ithin t he I vanpah V alley, t he Project Study A rea 
consists of relatively flat, undeveloped land, along the western flank of the Ivanpah Dry Lake. 
The Primm Valley Golf Club is adjacent to the southeast corner of the Study Area. There are no 
known residences within 0.5 mile of the boundary of the Study Area. 

The Project Study Area is located outside the boundaries of an ACEC, DWMA, BLM wilderness 
area, or USFWS designated critical habitat unit (CHU) for desert tortoise. The Study Area is less 
than 2 miles west of the Ivanpah Valley DWMA/ACEC and approximately 3.5 miles northwest 
from the Ivanpah CHU. The Clark Mountain ACEC is approximately 4 miles west of the site. The 
BLM-designated Stateline Wilderness Area is located less than one mile northwest of the Study 
Area. The Mesquite Wilderness Area i s l ocated immediately west of  t he S tateline Wilderness 
Area and located approximately 6 miles west of the Study Area. Human disturbances within the 
Study A rea i nclude m oderate l evels of  O HV a ctivity, e xisting ut ility c orridors (i.e., ov erhead 
power transmission lines) and associated access roads. 

Like most areas of the Mojave Desert, rainfall within the Ivanpah Valley is highly variable, but 
mean annual precipitation is approximately 4 to 7 inches. The distribution of rainfall is also bi -
modal with winter peak precipitation typically in February and summer peak rain falls in August. 
Runoff from the steep surrounding mountains is rapid and flash floods are common events as 
most o f the s torm w ater i n t he I vanpah V alley drains ac ross t he al luvial f an t o Ivanpah and  
Roach Dry Lakes.  Although the Mojave Desert is the driest of the North American deserts, the 
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east Mojave does receive a large percentage of its annual precipitation from summer “monsoon” 
rains.  As reported in Hereford and others (2001) the relative abundance of cacti, many yuccas, 
agaves, and agave-like plants tend to be greater where warm-season rainfall is abundant. This 
is true of the Study Area where cacti are extremely abundant. 

The Study Area contains two major vegetation communities: Creosote Bush-White Bursage and 
Mixed S altbrush (Figure 3. 17-1). T hese native v egetation c ommunities ar e l argely i ntact and  
relatively f ree from nox ious and i nvasive weeds. N ative vegetation an d nat ural t opography 
provides habi tat to a v ariety o f w ildlife s pecies. Vegetation w ithin t he Creosote B ush-White 
Bursage S eries is more di verse within t he r ocky t errain of  the s tabilized al luvial f an found a t 
higher elevations (generally above 2,500 feet) within the northern- and southern-most extents of 
the Project Study Area.  Mixed Saltbush Series is found along the eastern portion of the Study 
Area. This community is situated within a r elatively narrow band t hat begins at the edge of the 
non-vegetated Ivanpah Dry Lake and extends to the west approximately 800 f eet (First Solar 
2012n). Soils within the Study Area consist primarily of sand and gravel within a br oad alluvial 
fan originating in the Clark Mountain Range. Slopes within the site range from approximately 0 
to 5 percent with an eastern aspect. 

The nat ive habi tat w ithin t he pr oject ar ea pr ovides hos t pl ants f or num erous i nsect and  
invertebrate species. Spiders, scorpions, beetles, crickets, flies, butterflies, and bees exist in the 
area and provide a food base for other species. Nine uncommon species potentially could occur 
at the project site, including the Mojave Desert blister beetle (Lytta insperata, Federal species of 
concern), b rown tassel t rigonoscuta w eevil (Trigonoscuta brunnotesselata), desert gr een 
hairstreak but terfly ( Callophrys comstocki), m onarch bu tterfly ( Danaus plexippus), M ojave 
dotted bl ue but terfly ( Euphilotes mojave), S an Emigdio bl ue but terfly ( Plebulina emigdionis), 
cuckoo wasp ( Ceratochrysis grisselli), and t wo b ee s pecies ( Habropoda pallida and Neolarra 
alba). No special status insect or invertebrate species with regulatory protection are known to 
occur within the project area.  

Reptiles that ut ilize t hese t ypes o f habi tats include desert t ortoise, western w hiptail 
(Cnemidophorus tigris), side-blotched l izard ( Uta stansburiana), des ert i guana ( Dipsosaurus 
dorsalis), long-nosed leopard lizard (Gambelia wislizenii), western whiptail (Cnemidophorus 
tigris), zebra-tailed lizard (Callisaurus draconoides), and desert horned lizard (Phrynosoma 
platyrhinos) (First Solar 2012n). 

The Project Study Area provides forage, cover, roosting, and nesting habitat for a variety of bird 
species. Non-game birds include a variety of migratory songbirds and raptors, many of which 
are protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and are included on the USFWS Birds of 
Conservation C oncern ( BCC) list. R esident and m igratory bi rds oc cur at t he s ite du ring the 
winter, migratory, and  breeding s easons, i ncluding species such a s black-throated s parrow 
(Amphispiza bilineata), horned l ark ( Eremophila alpestris), c ommon raven ( Corvus corax), 
Brewer's s parrow ( Spizella breweri), w hite-crowned s parrow ( Zonotrichia leucophrys), hous e 
finch (Carpodacus mexicanus), and ash-throated flycatcher (Myiarchus cinerascens) (First Solar 
2012n).  

The diverse landscape features, soil types, vegetation, and prey availability at the Project Study 
Area likely support a variety of mammal species such as various species of pocket mice, desert 
woodrat ( Neotoma lepida), Audubon’s c ottontail ( Sylvilagus audubonii), bl ack-tailed j ackrabbit 
(Lepus californicus), w hitetail ant elope s quirrel (Ammospermophilus leucurus), desert k it f ox 
(Vulpes macrotis), and c oyote (Canis latrans). Given the proximity of the Clark Mountains, it is 
likely t hat m ule dee r ( Odocoileus hemionus hemionus) and des ert bighorn sheep ( Ovis 
canadensis nelsoni) may use the upper elevations of the valley as m ovement corridors and 
foraging habi tat. No fish or  am phibian s pecies ar e l ikely t o i nhabit t he Project Study A rea or  
immediately surrounding areas because of the absence of suitable aquatic habitat (First Solar 
2012n). 
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Special Status Wildlife Species 
For assessment purposes in this report, a special status species has been defined as a wildlife 
species that meets the following criteria:  

• Designated a s ei ther r are, threatened, or  enda ngered by  C DFG or  t he U SFWS, and a re 
protected under either the California or Federal Endangered Species Acts;  

• Candidate species being considered or proposed for listing under these same Acts;  
• Species of special consideration as referenced in the NEMO Plan and Final EIS (BLM 2002) 

and Biological Opinion for the NEMO Plan (USFWS 2002);  
• State Species of Special Concern as designated by CDFG; or  
• Considered endangered, threatened, or rare pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15380.  

Special s tatus s pecies were ev aluated f or their pot ential t o oc cur w ithin t he S tudy A rea and  
included special status species for which focused surveys were conducted, sightings recorded 
during general or other species-specific wildlife surveys, and those species of particular concern 
as noted by discussions with resource agencies and during public scoping. Those species that 
were considered to have a l ow potential for occurrence and were not observed during surveys 
were eliminated from further analysis (Table 3.22-1). There are 15 special status wildlife species 
that are present and have moderate to high potential for occurrence.  The subsequent section 
describes relevant nat ural hi story and s urvey r esults f or these s pecies. For a det ailed 
description o f survey methods that were us ed, pl ease r efer t o the Biological Resources 
Technical Report – Stateline Solar Farm Project (First Solar 2012n). 
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Table 3.22-1. Potential for Occurrence of Special Status Species Within the Study Area 
Scientific Name  Common Name  Status  Source  Occurrence within Study Area  
BIRDS  
Accipiter cooperi  Cooper's hawk  CDFG: WL  

IUCN: LC  
NEMO  Not observed – Low Potential  

Nesting habitat of woodlands, riparian woodlands or desert oais not present 
on-site. Considered winter visitor or migrant, not likely resident  

Aquila chrysaetos  golden eagle  BLM: Sensitive  
CDFG: Fully 
Protected, WL  
IUCN: LC  

NEMO  Present – High Potential 
Nesting habitat absent within Project alternatives, but nests and seven active 
territories are located within 10 mile buffer. Umberci Mine territory overlaps 
Study Area. Residents are present (foraging) year-round ( First Solar 2012n ) 

Athene cunicularia  burrowing owl  BLM: Sensitive  
CDFG: SSC  
IUCN: LC  
USFWS:BCC  

NEMO  Present – High Potential 
Two burrows with sign observed within Alternative 1, 3, and 4 footprints.  Six 
burrows with sign observed in Alternative 2 footprint. Likely resident and may 
be present in low numbers year-round.  

Buteo regalis  ferruginous hawk  FWS: FSC, MNBMC  
CDFG: WL  
IUCN: LC  
USFWS:BCC  

NEMO  Not observed – Low Potential  
Nesting habitat absent. May forage on desert steppe habitats, as well as 
other open habitats. Considered infrequent winter visitor or migrant. Not likely 
resident. 

Buteo swainsoni  Swainson's hawk  CDFG: Threatened  
IUCN: LC  
USFWS:BCC  

NEMO  Present – Low Potential 
Two individuals observed in migration one mile north of Study Area in 2011. 
Nesting habitat absent. Migrant, not likely resident.  

Chaetura vauxi  Vaux’s swift  CDFG: SSC  
IUCN: LC  

CDFG  Not observed – Low Potential  
Nesting habitat limited. Infrequent observations associated with migration. 
Not likely resident. 

Charadrius 
alexandrinus nivosus  

western snowy 
plover  

ESA: Threatened  
CDFG: SSC  
USFWS:BCC  

NEMO  Not observed – Low Potential  
Nest in playas and other wetland areas; nesting habitat  absent. May be a 
rare migrant to Ivanpah Dry Lake during winter months. Not likely resident. 

Circus cyaneus  northern harrier  CDFG: SSC  
IUCN: LC  

NEMO  Present – High Potential  
One individual observed outside Primary Study Area. Nesting habitat limited. 
Observations likely migrants and overwintering residents.  

Falco mexicanus  prairie falcon  CDFG: WL  
IUCN: LC  
USFWS:BCC  

NEMO  Present – High Potential 
Four individuals observed during aerial eagle surveys. One individual 
observed during avian point counts. While nesting habitat absent from 
Primary Study Area, species may be present (foraging) year-round. Three 
nests observed within 10 mile buffer.  

Falco peregrinus 
anatum  

peregrine falcon  ESA: Delisted  
CESA: Delisted  
CDFG: FP  
USFWS:BCC  

CDFG  Present – Low Potential 
Four individuals observed during aerial survey and avian point counts, with 
the closest observation six miles from Study area. Nesting habitat absent 
from vicinity of Study Area. Not likely resident due to absence of large 
waterbody needed to support prey base. 

Lanius ludovicianus  loggerhead shrike  CDFG: SSC  
IUCN: NT  
USFWS:BCC  

NEMO  Present – High Potential 
Three individuals observed within Primary Study Area. Nesting habitat 
present. Likely resident.   
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Table 3.22-1. Potential for Occurrence of Special Status Species Within the Study Area 
Scientific Name  Common Name  Status  Source  Occurrence within Study Area  
BIRDS 
Pyrocephalus 
rubinus  

vermilion flycatcher  CDFG: SSC  
IUCN: LC  

NEMO, 
USGS  

Not observed - Low Potential  
Nesting habitat absent in Study Area, may use trees associated with Primm 
Lake Golf Course. May be infrequent forager, but more often associated with 
surface water, riparian woodlands, and open savanna and agricultural areas. 
Not likely resident within Study Area. 

Toxostoma bendirei  Bendire's thrasher  BLM: Sensitive  
CDFG: SSC  
IUCN: VU  
USFWS:BCC  

NEMO  Not observed - Moderate Potential  
Nesting habitat present. Infrequent observations in high quality habitat in the 
area. 

Toxostoma crissale  Crissal thrasher  CDFG: SSC  
IUCN: LC  
USFWS:BCC  

NEMO, 
USGS  

Not observed - High Potential  
Nesting habitat present. Observed in area as year-round resident in 
2007/2008. 

Toxostoma lecontei  Le Conte's thrasher  BLM: Sensitive  
CDFG: SSC  
IUCN: LC  
USFWS:BCC  

NEMO, 
USGS  

Present – High Potential  
Four individuals observed within Primary Study Area.  Nesting habitat 
present. Likely Resident. 

REPTILES  
Gopherus agassizii  desert tortoise  CDFG: Threatened  

USFWS: Threatened  
IUCN: VU  

NEMO, 
BLM, 
USFWS  

Present – High Potential 
Observed within Study Area. Study Area is located within BLM Category I 
desert tortoise habitat. Likely resident.  Point estimates of 40 (Alt. 1), 50 (Alt. 
2), 42 (Alt. 3), and 32 (Alt. 4). 

Heloderma 
suspectum cinctum  

banded Gila 
monster  

BLM: Sensitive  
CDFG: SSC  
IUCN: NT  

NEMO, 
BLM  

Not observed – Moderate Potential  
May occur in Clark Mountain and Metamorphic Hill west of the Study Area.   
Moderate potential in Alt. 1 near Metamorphic Hill, low potential in other 
alternative locations. 

MAMMALS  
Ovis canadensis 
nelsoni  

Nelson’s bighorn 
sheep  

BLM: Sensitive  NEMO, 
BLM, 
CDFG  

Not observed – Low Potential 
Observed within ten-mile buffer in Clark Mountains. Not observed within 
Primary Study Area. Clark Mountain herd was estimated in 1988 to have 150 
sheep. Bighorn may utilize northern extent of Study Area during migration.  

Taxidea taxus  American badger  CDFG: SSC  
IUCN: LC  

CDFG  Present – High Potential  
Documented near site in 2007.  

BATS 
Eumops perotis Western mastiff bat USFWS: FSOC 

CDFG: SSC 
CDFG; 
Brown 
2011 

Not observed – Low Potential  
Not documented during the 2010/2011 bat surveys for the project area.  
Suitable foraging habitat is present within and adjacent to the study area, but 
habitat within the project area provides limited opportunities for roosting.  The 
rocky hills immediately adjacent to the Study Area (e.g., Stateline Hills, 
Metamorphic Hills, and Clark Mountains) provide ample crevice roosting 
habitat. 
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  Table 3.22-1. Potential for Occurrence of Special Status Species Within the Study Area 
Scientific Name  Common Name  Status  Source  Occurrence within Study Area  
BATS 
Antrozous pallidus Pallid bat CDFG: SSC Brown 

2011 
Present – High Potential 
Documented during the 2010/2011 bat surveys for the project area.  Suitable 
habitat is present within and adjacent to the study area. 

Corynorhinus 
townsendii 

Townsend's big-
eared 

USFWS: FSOC 
CDFG: SSC 

Brown 
2011 

Present – High Potential 
A maternity colony and hibernation site was documented during the 
2010/2011 bat surveys for the project area within Umberci Mine, 
approximately two miles north of the study area.  This species could also 
forage over the project area. 

Euderma maculatum Spotted bat USFWS: FSOC 
CDFG: SSC 

Brown 
2011 

Not observed – Low Potential  
Not documented during the 2010/2011 bat surveys for the project area.  
Suitable foraging habitat is present within and adjacent to the study area, but 
habitat within the project area provides limited opportunities for roosting.  The 
rocky hills immediately adjacent to the Study Area (e.g., Stateline Hills, 
Metamorphic Hills, and Clark Mountains) provide ample crevice roosting 
habitat. 

Lasiurus blossevillii Red bat CDFG: SSC Brown 
2011 

Not observed – Low Potential  
Not documented during the 2010/2011 bat surveys for the project area.  
Suitable foraging habitat is present within and adjacent to the study area, but 
habitat within the project area provides limited opportunities for roosting.  The 
rocky hills immediately adjacent to the Study Area (e.g., Stateline Hills, 
Metamorphic Hills, and Clark Mountains) provide ample crevice roosting 
habitat. 

Myotis ciliolabrum Small-footed myotis USFWS: FSOC Brown 
2011 

Present – High Potential 
Documented during the 2010/2011 bat surveys for the project area.  Suitable 
habitat is present within and adjacent to the study area. 

Myotis evotis Long-eared myotis USFWS: FSOC Brown 
2011 

Not observed – Low Potential  
Not documented during the 2010/2011 bat surveys for the project area.  
Suitable foraging habitat is present within and adjacent to the study area, but 
habitat within the project area provides limited opportunities for roosting.  The 
rocky hills immediately adjacent to the Study Area (e.g., Stateline Hills, 
Metamorphic Hills, and Clark Mountains) provide ample crevice roosting 
habitat. 

Myotis thysanodes Fringed myotis USFWS: FSOC Brown 
2011 

Not observed – Low Potential  
Not documented during the 2010/2011 bat surveys for the project area.  
Suitable foraging habitat is present within and adjacent to the study area, but 
habitat within the project area provides limited opportunities for roosting.  The 
rocky hills immediately adjacent to the Study Area (e.g., Stateline Hills, 
Metamorphic Hills, and Clark Mountains) provide ample crevice roosting 
habitat. 
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Potential – limited or no  breeding habitat; incidental or migrant observations 
Moderate Potential – suitable habitat present;  infrequent observations 
High Potential – suitable habitat present and breeding habitat; observations common 

Table 3.22-1. Potential for Occurrence of Special Status Species Within the Study Area 
Scientific Name  Common Name  Status  Source  Occurrence within Study Area  
BATS 
Myotis volans Long-legged myotis USFWS: FSOC Brown 

2011 
Not observed – Low Potential  
Not documented during the 2010/2011 bat surveys for the project area.  
Suitable foraging habitat is present within and adjacent to the study area, but 
habitat within the project area provides limited opportunities for roosting.  The 
rocky hills immediately adjacent to the Study Area (e.g., Stateline Hills, 
Metamorphic Hills, and Clark Mountains) provide ample crevice roosting 
habitat. 

Myotis yumanensis Yuma myotis USFWS: FSOC Brown 
2011 

Present – Low Potential 
Documented during the 2010/2011 bat surveys for the project area near the 
Primm Valley Golf Course.  This species is typically found near open water 
and feeds on emerging aquatic insects. Based on the absence of such 
habitat within the primary study area, this species was most likely in the 
vicinity as a result of the lakes at the Primm Valley Golf Course. 

 
CDFG - California Department of Fish 
and Game  
SSC - California Species of Special 
Concern  
WL – Watch List  

IUCN - The World Conservation Union  
LC – Least Concern  
NT – Near Threatened  
VU – Vulnerable 
FP = Fully protected  

USFWS – U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  
BCC - Birds of Conservation Concern  
FSOC - Former Candidate (Category 2) for listing under U.S. 
Endangered Species Act; Species of Concern 
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Reptiles 
Desert Tortoise (Gopherus agassizii) 
Natural History  

The desert tortoise’s range includes the Mojave Desert region of Nevada, southern California, 
and t he s outhwest c orner o f U tah an d t he S onoran D esert r egion o f Arizona and nor thern 
Mexico. The desert tortoise range is divided into Mojave and Sonoran populations. The Ivanpah 
Valley s upports a  por tion o f the M ojave popul ation, pr imarily i nhabiting c reosote bu sh-
dominated valleys with adequate annual forbs for forage.   

Desert tortoises have been known to live up to 70 years or more but the typical adult likely lives 
25 to 35 years (USFWS 1994). Like many long-lived species, the tortoise has a r elatively slow 
rate of reproduction, and achieves breeding status at 15 to 20 years of age. Egg-laying occurs 
primarily from April to July (Rostral and others 1994; USFWS 1994); the female typically lays 2-
14 eggs (average 5-6) eggs in an earthen chamber excavated near the mouth of a burrow or 
under a bush (Woodbury and H ardy 1940; USFWS 1994). The eggs typically hatch 90 to 120 
days later, between August and October.  

Desert tortoise activity is seasonally variable, and in California peak adult and juvenile activity 
typically c oincides with t he g reatest annual  f orage av ailability dur ing t he ear ly s pring and 
summer. H owever, t ortoises w ill em erge from t heir bur rows at  any  time o f y ear w hen t he 
weather is suitable. Hatchling desert tortoises typically become active earlier than adults do and 
their greatest activity period can be expected between late winter and spring. During active 
periods, tortoises feed on a wide variety of herbaceous plants, including cactus, grasses, and 
annual flowers (USFWS 1994).   

Annual home ranges have been estimated between 10 and 450 acres and are age, sex, 
seasonal, and r esource dens ity dependent  ( USFWS 1994) . A lthough adul t m ales c an be 
aggressive toward each other during the breeding season, there can be a great deal of overlap 
in i ndividual hom e r anges ( USFWS 1994). M ore t han 1 .5 square m iles o f habi tat m ay be  
required to meet the life history needs of a tortoise and individuals have been known to travel as 
much or more than 7 miles at a time (BLM 2002). In drought years, tortoises can be expected to 
wander farther in search of forage. During their active period, desert tortoises retreat to shallow 
burrows and aboveground shade to escape the heat of the day, and will also retire to burrows at 
nighttime. D esert tortoises ar e pr imarily dor mant i n winter i n under ground bur rows and 
sometimes congregate in communal dens.  

Desert tortoise populations have declined throughout their range because of loss and 
degradation of habitat caused by urbanization, agricultural development, military training, 
recreational us e, m ining, and l ivestock grazing. T he l oss o f i ndividual des ert t ortoises t o 
increased pr edation by  c ommon r avens, c ollection by  hum ans for p ets or  c onsumption, 
collisions with vehicles on paved and unpaved roads, and mortality resulting from diseases also 
contributed to declines.  

 

Survey Results  

Full coverage protocol desert tortoise surveys were conducted from 2008 to 2012, f ollowing 
appropriate U SFWS pr otocols for full c overage s urveys ( First S olar 2012n ). T he revised 
protocols al so pr ovided methods to es timate t he abundanc e o f tortoises oc curring w ithin t he 
Study A rea.  Table 3 .22-2 pr ovides a summary of the s urveys t hat hav e oc curred w ithin the 
Project Study Area, as well as potential tortoise translocation sites. 
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Table 3.22-2 Summary of Desert Tortoise Surveys 
Dates Area (acres) Description 
18 – 27 April 2008 5,440 Majority of Solar Farm Study Area 
19 – 24 October 2008 635 Section 35 in the southern Study Area 
19 – 22 October 2009 170  Gen-Tie Line (7,000 linear feet of 1,000-foot wide study corridor) 
29 March – 22 May 2011 1,120 Extended Study Area to the east and south 
7 April – 7 May 2011 3,830 Primary Recipient Site 
7 – 11 October 2011 800 Stateline Pass Connectivity  
2 – 25 April 2012 9,000 Alternative Recipient Sites and Stateline Pass 
5 – 14 May 2012  4,000 Solar Farm Project Alternatives (updated survey) 
 

Category 1 habi tat was designated in this are prior to passage of NEMO (BLM 2002).  N EMO 
resulted i n a  r edesignation o f C ategory 1 t o t he boundar ies o f the c ritical habi tat, and  t he 
remaining areas, including this site, are now Category 2. 

In surveys prior to 2012, sign of desert tortoise (i.e., live tortoises, active burrows/pallets, and 
recent scat, and tracks) were found throughout the Study Area (Figure 3.22-1). Thirty-three live 
tortoises [twenty-eight adults (>160 millimeters) and f ive immature (<160 millimeters)] and 234  
good-to-excellent bur rows/pallets were observed w ithin the S tudy Area during these pr e-2012 
surveys. In addition, 159 other inactive burrows/pallets ranging in quality from poor-to-fair were 
recorded. Live tortoise observations were not evenly distributed throughout the Study Area. One 
group was located in the northeast quadrant of Section 22 and southeast quadrant of Section 
15, and anot her group was located in the southeastern quadrant of Section 22. The remaining 
tortoise observations were more broadly distributed, but generally occurred at higher elevations 
within the study area that supported a stabilized alluvial fan consisting of rocky, gravelly soils 
(First S olar 2012n ).  No t ortoises or  ac tive bu rrows were f ound w ithin 1, 700 m eters o f t he 
western edge of the lakebed. Furthermore, no tortoises were observed in the northern limits of 
the S tudy A rea. Over 1 00 c arcasses w ere det ected du ring t he s urveys; most o f w hich ( 74 
percent) were estimated to be greater than 4 years since death. The location and distribution of 
carcasses were plotted with inactive, older desert tortoise burrows to characterize historic use 
areas (Figure 3.22-2) (First Solar 2012n). 

The Project Study Area (approximately 5,850 acres) is estimated to support 69 adult desert 
tortoises, with a 95 percent confidence interval ranging between 27 and 180 adult desert 
tortoises. Within the Study Area, the overall tortoise density is estimated to be 7.2 tortoises per 
square m ile, w ith a 95  percent confidence i nterval r anging bet ween 2. 8 t o 18. 9 adul t des ert 
tortoises per square mile. 

Additional surveys were conducted i n the spring o f 2012.   The r esult from t hose surveys ar e 
shown in Table 3.22-3. 

 

Table 3.22-3  Desert Tortoise Estimates from Spring 2012 Surveys1 

Live Tortoises Observed 16 

Estimated Number of Tortoises 40 

Lower 95% Confidence Interval 15 

Upper 95% Confidence Interval 107 
1 Includes only adult tortoises >160millimeter mean carapace length (MCL); estimates rounded to nearest whole 
number 
2 Includes three tortoises processed by Ivanpah SEGS 
3 Unknown age classes were treated as adult tortoises, which may result in higher estimates 
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The 2012 s urveys al so i ncluded s urveys of  four pot ential r ecipient sites f or t ranslocated 
tortoises.  The Draft Translocation Plan (First Solar 2012i) identifies four potential recipient sites, 
and evaluated them based on the criteria described above.  These sites, and a summary of their 
relevant characteristics, are as follows: 

• The P erimeter R ecipient S ite c omprises 4, 700 acres located t o t he no rth, w est, and 
south of the Proposed Action area, but excluding Metamorphic Hill.  This area currently 
has a density of 8 adult tortoises per square mile, so could ultimately support the 
addition of  51 t ortoises.  This area is al ready des ignated to ul timately be t he recipient 
site for 10 tortoises from Ivanpah SEGS, but could potentially support an additional 41 
tortoises from Stateline.  Due to its proximity to the proposed facility, this area could be 
used to support both in-home-range and outside-of-home-range translocation.  The 
proximity of this site to the Proposed Action area supports the similarity of habitat and 
history of connectivity needed for a recipient site.  Because the area is the location of 
other r ights-of-way and  t he hi ghway, t ortoise ex clusion f encing w ould be needed t o 
protect the area. 

• The S tateline N orth R ecipient S ite c omprises 2,500 ac res extending west o f P rimm 
towards S tateline P ass.  T his s ite i s l ocated app roximately 1 m ile from t he P roposed 
Action area.  T he current tortoise density is 7 ad ults per square mile, so this site could 
support up to 30 t ortoises for out-of-home-range translocation.  The habitat in this area 
differs from that of the Proposed Action area, consisting of rockier terrain, caliche, and 
incised washes. 

• The Mesquite Recipient Site is located approximately 6 m iles from the Proposed Action 
area in Mesquite Valley.  The site covers 2,580 ac.  The current tortoise density is 23 
adults per square mile, but the Plan notes that these are not uniformly d istributed, and 
lower dens ity ar eas ex ist t hat c ould s upport translocation.  A t t his time, tortoise 
connectivity through Stateline Pass is assumed (NatureServe 2012), but would need t o 
be definitely established through additional surveys. Genetic connectivity 

• The East Lake Recipient Site comprises 3,000 acres located 3 miles from the project on 
the eas t s ide o f Ivanpah D ry Lak e.  This ar ea has a dens ity o f 15 adu lt t ortoises pe r 
square m ile, b ut lik e the M esquite s ite, a non -uniform di stribution means t hat l ower 
density ar eas c ould be used.  T his s ite s traddles t he U nion P acific R ailway, s o any  
translocation in the area would need be done in cooperation with the railroad in order to 
implement appropriate tortoise fencing and to improve culverts. 

In addition to potential recipient sites, the Plan proposes a Control Site which comprises 5,000 
ac on the east side of Ivanpah Dry Lake.  This area would partially overlap with the control site 
being used by Ivanpah SEGS, but these two uses would not conflict with each other. 

 

Critical Habitat Designation and Desert Tortoise Recovery Plan  

The USFWS desert tortoise recovery plan is the principal strategy for recovery and del isting of 
this species (USFWS 2011a). As part of the recovery strategy, the USFWS designated critical 
habitat for the desert tortoise in portions of California, Nevada, Arizona, and Utah (USFWS 
1994). Critical habitat is a term defined by the federal Endangered Species Act referring to 
areas designated by the USFWS that are essential for the conservation of threatened or 
endangered species and may require special management and protection (USFWS 2002). The 
proposed project is not within designated critical habitat for any species, but is located 
approximately 3.5 miles northwest of the Ivanpah Critical Habitat Unit for desert tortoise. 

The 1994 recovery plan (USFWS 1994) identified six subpopulations, or “Recovery Units” based 
on g enetics, morphology, behav ioral pat terns, and ec osystem t ypes. The 2011 r ecovery pl an 
reduced t he num ber o f r ecovery uni ts f rom s ix to five and adj usted t he boundar ies ( USFWS 
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2011a).  Within eac h Recovery U nit, D WMAs w ere dev eloped t o pr ovide “ reserve l evel” 
protection for the tortoise by protecting genetic factors, minimum population sizes, and sufficient 
size of  t he reserve areas (USFWS 1994) . Pursuant t o the 1994 r ecovery plan, DWMAs have 
been formalized through federal land use planning processes, particularly on B LM lands, and 
are administered and d esignated as ACECs (USFWS 2011a). These ACECs define specific 
management areas based on t he general recommendations for DWMAs in the 1994 Recovery 
Plan (USFWS 2011a).  As part of the actions needed to accomplish the recovery of this species, 
land management goals within all DWMAs include restriction of human activities that adversely 
affect des ert t ortoises ( USFWS 1994 ). Within t he D WMAs, critical habi tat w as des ignated t o 
identify areas containing key biological and physical attributes that are essential to the desert 
tortoise’s survival and c onservation, such as  space, food, water, nu trition, cover, shelter, and 
reproductive sites.  

The 1994 and 2011 Desert Tortoise Recovery Plans (USFWS 1994; USFWS 2011a) emphasize 
aggressive management within “tortoise conservation areas” a term that encompasses critical 
habitat, D WMAs, A CECs, and ot her c onservation ar eas or  ea sements m anaged for des ert 
tortoises. While t he r ecovery pl ans s uggest t hat l and m anagers focus t he m ost a ggressive 
recovery ef forts toward t ortoise c onservation areas, they al so em phasize t hat l and m anagers 
should strive to l imit the loss of  desert tortoise habitat outside conservation areas as much as 
possible (USFWS 2011a). The recovery plans recognize that activities occurring on lands 
beyond the boundaries of existing tortoise conservation areas can affect tortoise populations as 
well as the effectiveness of conservation actions occurring within the conservation area 
boundaries. While recovery efforts may be prioritized within existing desert tortoise conservation 
areas, popul ations, habi tats, and ac tions ou tside o f these ar eas may al so c ontribute t o, o r 
hamper, recovery of the species.  

 

Banded Gila Monster (Heloderma suspectum cinctum)  
Natural History 

The banded G ila monster is considered rare in California (Lovich and B eaman 2007) with only 
26 credible r ecords of the species documented i n California within t he past 153 years. This 
large and distinctive looking l izard i s di fficult to observe even in areas where they have been  
recently recorded. As a result, l ittle is known about this species’ distribution, population status, 
and life history in California.  

Most of the historical observations in California occurred in mountainous areas of moderate 
elevations with rocky, incised topography, in large and relatively high ranges as well as riparian 
areas ( Lovich and B eaman 2007) . D espite t he widespread l ocalities of  pot ential habi tat 
throughout t he C alifornia des ert, the few doc umented obs ervations s uggest the C alifornia 
populations appear  t o be c onfined t o the eas tern por tion o f t he California desert ( Lovich and 
Beaman 2007) , and the c urrent di stribution i s appar ently a f unction o f s ummer r ainfall. A s 
reported by Lovich and Beaman (2007), all California Gila monster observations occurred east 
of t he 116° longitude in ar eas that received at least 25 percent of their annual precipitation 
during t he s ummer m onths. Throughout t heir r ange, G ila m onsters appear t o be m ost ac tive 
during or  following s ummer r ain ev ents. G ila m onsters hav e been r ecorded i n t he adj acent 
Mojave N ational P reserve and t he C lark M ountains ( Lovich and B eaman 2007) . The c losest 
confirmed obs ervation o f a Gila m onster to t he project a rea w as c ollected w ithin t he Mojave 
National Preserve in 1962 on the eastern slope of the Clark Mountains near Ivanpah Springs 
(Persons and Nowak 2007). Another incidental observation from the area includes f inding Gila 
monster remains beneath a redtail hawk nest near Primm, Nevada (CH2M Hill 2008).  

Although the project area does not receive near the amount of summer rainfall as the Sonoran 
Desert w here G ila m onsters a re m ore pr evalent, t he Ivanpah V alley do es m imic t he c limatic 
conditions that appear to be favorable to Gila monster presence (CH2M Hill 2008).  
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Survey Results 

No Gila monsters were observed during field surveys (First Solar 2012n). But, given the habitat, 
Gila monsters potentially could occur in the Project area.  Suitable habitat is located in the rocky 
foothills surrounding the Study Area, including Metamorphic Hill (First Solar 2012n).  

 
Birds 
Golden Eagle (Aquila chrysaetos)  
Natural History 

Throughout most of the western United States golden eagles are mostly year-round residents, 
breeding from l ate January t hrough A ugust w ith peak ac tivity i n March t hrough J uly ( Kochert 
and ot hers 2002).  M igratory pat terns ar e us ually f airly l ocal in C alifornia w here adul ts ar e 
relatively sedentary, but dispersing juveniles sometimes migrate south in the fall.  

Habitats for this species typically include rolling foothills, mountain areas, and deserts. Golden 
eagles need  open terrain for hun ting and p refer grasslands, des erts, s avanna, and  ear ly 
successional stages of forest and s hrub habitats. Golden eagles primarily prey on l agomorphs 
and rodents but will also take other mammals, birds, reptiles, and s ome carrion (Kochert and 
others 2002). This s pecies pr efers to nes t i n r ugged, open habi tats w ith c anyons and 
escarpments, with overhanging ledges and cliffs and large trees used as cover.  

 

Survey Results 

In 2010,  golden eag les were observed in t he v icinity of  t he project on t hree occasions: C lark 
Mountain west ( n=1) a nd U mberci M ine ( n=2). N umerous nes ts w ere i dentified w ithin an  
estimated 12 territories. Of these territories, seven were potentially active (WRI 2010). Many of 
the nes ts were l ikely al ternative nes t s ites for t he same territory. None of t he territories were 
found to be engaged or successful in producing young for the 2010 breeding season. The lack 
of s uccessful br eeding may be at tributed to na tural annual  v ariation and dr ought conditions 
(First Solar 2012n).  

Based on a t erritory r adius of  5 -miles, one t erritory l ocated near  t he U mberci M ine, and  
containing two potential nest s ites, was es timated to partially overlap the Project site. Further 
ground-based surveys in 2011 found one active, reproductive nest within the southwestern nest 
site near the Umberci Mine, located approximately two miles northwest of the proposed Project 
site.  

Other potential nest sites located within the Keany Pass region (approximately five miles west of 
the Study Area) were occupied in 2011 by red-tailed hawks, not by golden eagles.  

The spring 2011 golden eagle point count surveys revealed a pair of golden eagles. The pair 
was observed exhibiting breeding aerial displays. An adult golden eagle was observed perched 
on and foraging in the vicinity of Metamorphic Hill on several occasions during the winter/spring 
of 2011 (Mohlmann 2011). No golden eagles were observed during the summer 2011 golden 
eagle poi nt count s urveys, i ncluding t he p reviously ac tive U mberci M ine nes t. The l ack of 
observations during late summer may be a r esult of annual movement into higher elevations of 
the neighboring mountain ranges. 
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Burrowing Owl (Athene cunicularia)  
Natural History 

Western burrowing owls inhabit arid lands throughout much of the western United States and 
southern interior of western Canada (Haug and others 1993). In the Mojave Desert region, and 
in many other areas, this species has declined because of habitat modification, poisoning of its 
prey, and i ntroduced nest predators. The burrowing owl is diurnal and us ually non-migratory in 
this portion of its range.  

Burrowing ow ls ar e uni que am ong the N orth American ow ls in t hat t hey nes t and r oost i n 
abandoned bur rows, es pecially t hose c reated b y C alifornia ground squirrels, San Joaquin k it 
fox, des ert tortoise, an d ot her w ildlife. B urrowing ow ls hav e a s trong a ffinity for p reviously 
occupied nesting and wintering habitats. They often return to burrows used in previous years, 
especially i f t hey were successful at  reproducing there in previous years (Gervais and others 
2008). The s outhern C alifornia br eeding s eason ( defined as  from pai r bondi ng t o fledging) 
generally oc curs from February t o A ugust w ith peak  b reeding activity f rom A pril t hrough July 
(Haug and others 1993).   

In the Mojave Desert, burrowing owls generally occur at low densities in scattered populations, 
but they can be found in much higher densities near agricultural lands where rodent and insect 
prey tend to be m ore abundant ( Gervais and others 2008). Burrowing owls tend to be 
opportunistic feeders. Large arthropods, mainly beetles and grasshoppers, comprise a large 
portion o f their di et. S mall m ammals, es pecially m ice and v oles ( Microtus, Peromyscus, a nd 
Mus spp.), also are important food items. Other prey animals include reptiles and am phibians, 
young cottontail rabbits, bats, and birds, such as sparrows and horned larks. Consumption of 
insects increases during the breeding season (Haug and others 1993).  

 
Survey Results 

Burrowing owls were o bserved in t he vicinity during surveys in 2008, but not i n 2007 (BLM 
2010), 2010, or 2011 (BLM 2010; First Solar 2012n). Suitable habitat for burrowing owls exists 
throughout t he S tudy A rea. T he S tudy A rea s upports nu merous suitable bur rows, m ainly ol d 
tortoise bu rrows. For  t his anal ysis, bur rowing o wls ar e c onsidered pr esent w ithin t he S tudy 
Area, bu t i n l ow num bers. P hase 3  s urveys ar e r ecommended pr ior t o ground di sturbing 
activities to determine the number of resident owls potentially affected by construction. 

 

Northern Harrier (Circus cyaneus) 
Natural History 

Northern harrier nesting habitat consists of open wetlands, wet, lightly grazed pastures, fallow 
fields, dry uplands, prairies, agricultural lands, and cold desert shrub-steppe of Utah and Idaho 
(MacWhirter and B ildstein 1996). Consequently, nesting habitat is considered extremely limited 
or absent in the Study Area.  

Northern harrier is a widespread migrant and winter visitor through California (Garrett and Dunn 
1981).  Fall migrants may be noted as early as late August, and this species is numerous away 
from breeding ar eas by late September; wintering birds may be present through M arch and 
often until mid-April (Garrett and Dunn 1981). Grinnell and Miller (1944) cite breeding localities 
over much of the state, including the interior regions of western Riverside and S an Bernardino 
Counties.   

Compared to nesting habitat, migrants and wintering birds are somewhat broader in the habitats 
they occupy, using both wetland habitats and a variety of  upland habitats with low vegetation. 
Wintering birds in the desert regions occur mainly in agricultural areas (Garrett and Dunn 1981), 
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especially t hose dominated by  al falfa fields; they al so occupy ex tensive  m arshes such as  a t 
Piute P onds and H arper D ry Lak e. M igrants i n the des erts ar e w idespread i n open habi tats, 
including marshes, grasslands, pastures, agricultural fields, saltbush scrub, and ev en creosote 
scrub. 

 

Survey Results 

While s pecies s pecific s urveys were not  c onducted, one i ndividual nor thern har rier w as 
observed outside the Primary Study Area (First Solar 2012n). Within t he study ar ea nesting 
habitat is extremely limited or absent. Horthen harrier may use the site vicinity for overwintering.  

 

Prairie Falcon (Falco mexicanus) 
Natural History 

This large falcon typically bui lds nes t s ites on c liffs, s imilar to the golden eag le. I n t he desert 
they are found in most vegetation types, although sparse vegetation provides the best foraging 
habitat. In t he Mojave, m ean hom e range s ize has  been found t o be a pproximately 50 t o 70  
square kilometers (Harmata and others 1978). 

 

Survey Results 

Prairie falcons have been r epeatedly observed i n t he S tudy Area. A  s ingle prairie falcon was 
observed i n flight over t he nor thern por tion o f t he S tudy A rea i n s pring 2008.  Four  i ndividual 
prairie falcons and three cavity nests, which were attributed to prairie falcons, were observed in 
2010. Prairie falcons have also been found in the project vicinity. Individuals were located in the 
vicinity of Clark Mountains, Stateline Hills, and Lucy Gray Mountains. The nests were located 
approximately two miles north (near Umberci Mine), six miles west, and nine miles southwest of 
the Study Area, all within the Clark Mountain range. Nesting habitat for this species does not 
occur within the Study Area. The nearest possible nesting habitat is within the northern region of 
the C lark Mountain range located approximately two m iles nor thwest of  t he S tudy A rea (First 
Solar 2012n). 

 
Loggerhead Shrike (Lanius ludovicianus)  
Natural History 

Loggerhead shrikes are uncommon residents throughout most of the southern portion of their 
range, i ncluding s outhern C alifornia. I n s outhern C alifornia they ar e generally m uch m ore 
common in interior desert regions than along the coast (Humple 2008) . I n t he Mojave Desert 
this s pecies appear s t o be m ost nu merous i n flat or  gently s loping des erts and des ert/scrub 
edges, especially along the eastern slopes of mountainous areas (Humpel 2008). Loggerhead 
shrikes initiate their breeding season in February and may continue with raising a second brood 
as late as July; they often re-nest if their first nest fails or to raise a second brood (Yosef 1996).  

Habitat requirements include shrublands or open woodlands with both grass cover and areas of 
bare ground, and tall shrubs or trees for perching and nesting. This species can be found within 
lowland, open habi tat t ypes, i ncluding c reosote scrub and o ther des ert habitats, s age s crub, 
non-native gr asslands, c haparral, riparian, croplands, and a reas characterized by  open  
scattered trees and shrubs. Fences, posts, or other potential perches are typically present. In 
general, l oggerhead s hrikes pr ey upon l arge i nsects, s mall bi rds, am phibians, reptiles, and  
small r odents ov er open g round w ithin ar eas o f s hort v egetation, us ually i mpaling pr ey on 
thorns, wire barbs, or sharp twigs to cache for later feeding (Yosef 1996). 
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Survey Results 

Loggerhead shrikes were detected in 2007 and 2008 within the Study Area (BLM 2010) and are 
year-round r esidents, us ing the site for nesting, f oraging, and cover. D uring 2010 and 2011 
surveys, t hree s ightings o f l oggerhead s hrikes w ere r ecorded, bot h al ong t he ex isting 
transmission corridor in the northern extent of the Study Area (First Solar 2012n). This species 
is considered to be pr esent, with suitable nesting and foraging habitat located within the Study 
Area. 

 
Bendire’s thrasher (Toxostoma bendirei) 
Natural History 

Bendire’s thrasher is a n unc ommon resident of desert succulent shrub and Joshua t ree 
woodland habi tats f rom S an B ernardino C ounty t o western K ern C ounty ( Remsen 1978) . 
Breeding s eason ex tends from l ate Feb ruary t o ear ly A ugust. The di et of B endire’s t hrasher 
consists of terrestrial caterpillars, beetles, other insects, and other small invertebrates (Bent 
1948). Cactus and spiny desert shrubs are typically used for cover, with nests commonly found 
in cholla, yucca, palo verde, or thorny shrubs and trees in flat desert areas.  

 

Survey Results 

The Bendire’s thrasher was not found within the Study Area during 2007 and 2008 surveys 
(BLM 2010) . While several s ightings o f Bendire’s t hrasher were observed in t he mountainous 
region of the Mojave National Preserve, they were not observed during 2010 and 2011 surveys 
(First Solar 2012n). Breeding habi tat i s highly variable, but  does  occur within the Mojave and 
Great B asin des erts w ithin dens e Mojave D esert s crub w ith J oshua t rees, S panish bay onet, 
Mojave yucca, cholla cactus, or other succulents.   

While B endire’s t hrasher m ay oc cupy hi gh q uality habi tat w ithin t he pr oject ar ea, t he l ack of 
observations over four years of surveys suggests that they are absent or infrequent visitors. 

 

Crissal Thrasher (Toxostoma crissale)  
Natural History 

Crissal thrashers are non-migratory residents ranging from southern Nevada and s outheastern 
California t o w estern Texas and c entral Mexico, and t hey ar e k nown t o oc cur i n t he M ojave 
Desert in the vicinity of the Clark Mountains (Fitton 2008a). This species prefers habitats 
characterized by dense, low scrubby vegetation, such as desert and foothill scrub and r iparian 
brush including higher elevation arroyos of the Mojave Desert, normally near the upper l imit of 
desert scrub vegetation as it transitions into pinyon-juniper woodland. The nest of  this species 
typically consists of an open cup of twigs, lined with finer vegetation, and placed in the middle of 
a dense shrub. Loss of habitat to clearing for agriculture or urban and suburban development 
threatens some populations. 

 

Survey Results 

No crissal thrashers were observed during field surveys (First Solar 2012n), but nesting habitat 
is pr esent w ithin t he P roject ar ea ( First Solar 2012n).  During surveys for t he I vanpah SEGS 
project, crissal thrashers were detected during the surveys and were stated to be likely to be 
year-round residents at  the I vanpah s ite, us ing the s ite for nes ting, foraging, and cover (BLM 
2010). 
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Le Conte’s Thrasher (Toxostoma lecontei)  
Natural History 

This species inhabits some of the hottest and driest habitats in the arid southwest, including the 
Mojave D esert w here they oc cur y ear-round. P referred habi tats i nclude s parse des ert s crub, 
alkali desert s crub, and  desert succulent scrub habitats w ith open des ert washes. They seek 
gentle to rolling slopes bisected by dry desert washes, conditions found on alluvial fans that are 
found in the project area. The species is especially wary of humans and is susceptible to human 
disturbance (Remsen 1978). This species requires areas with an accumulated leaf l itter under 
most plants as  cover for i ts preferred ar thropod prey; t hey also feed on seeds, insects, small 
lizards, and other small vertebrates (Sheppard 1970). 

 

Survey Results 

The Le Conte’s thrasher population densities are among the lowest of passerine (perching) 
birds, estimated at less than five birds per square k ilometer in opt imal habitats (Fitton 2008b). 
LeConte’s thrashers were detected during 2007, 2008, 2010 and 2011 surveys (BLM 2010; First 
Solar 2012n ). This s pecies i s c onsidered t o b e pr esent, w ith s uitable nes ting and foraging 
habitat located within the Study Area. 

 
Mammals  
Nelson’s Bighorn Sheep (Ovis canadensis nelsoni)  
Natural History 

The Nelson’s bighorn sheep habitat includes the Transverse Ranges through most of the desert 
mountain ranges of California and adjacent Nevada and northern Arizona to Utah. This species 
is widely distributed from the White Mountains in Mono County south to the Chocolate 
Mountains in Imperial County, and is known to occur in the Clark Mountains (CH2M Hill 2008). 
Essential habi tat for bighorn sheep i ncludes s teep, r ocky s lopes o f desert mountains, t ermed 
“escape terrain”. Their agility on s teep rocky terrain is an adapt ation used to escape predators 
such as coyotes, eagles, and cougars (Wehausen 1992).  

Bighorn sheep graze on g rasses and b rowse shrubs, particularly i n f all and w inter, and s eek 
minerals at  natural salt l icks. I n t he spring, when annual  plants are available, bighorn tend to 
disperse downhill t o baj adas and al luvial f ans t o f orage. B ighorn s heep have a l arge rumen, 
relative to body size, which allows digestion of grasses, even in a dr y state (Hanly 1982). This 
gives them flexibility to select diets that optimize nutrient content from available forage. 
Consequently, bi ghorn s heep f eed on a l arge variety of  pl ant s pecies and di et c omposition 
varies seasonally and am ong locations. While d iet quality in t he Mojave Desert varies greatly 
among years, i t i s most predictably high in late winter and s pring (Wehausen 1992) , and t his 
period coincides with the peak of lambing. Desert bighorn have a long lambing season that can 
begin i n D ecember and  end i n J une i n t he M ojave D esert, and a s mall per centage o f bi rths 
commonly occur in summer as well (Wehausen 1992).  

Radio telemetry studies of bighorn sheep in various southwestern deserts, including the Mojave 
Desert o f C alifornia, ha ve f ound c onsiderable movement o f these sheep bet ween m ountain 
ranges ( Bleich and others 1990). Consequently, intermountain areas of the desert floor that 
bighorn traverse between mountain ranges can be as important to the long-term viability of 
populations as are the mountain ranges themselves (Schwartz and others 1986; Bleich and 
others 1990).  

Surface water is another element of desert bighorn habitat considered essential to population 
health. M ale and f emale bi ghorn s heep i nhabiting des ert e cosystems c an s urvive without 
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consuming surface water (Krausman and others 1985), and males appear to drink infrequently 
in many situations; however, there are no known large populations of bighorn sheep in the 
desert r egion that lack access t o surface water. I t is c ommon f or m ales and f emales t o 
segregate and occupy different habitats outside the breeding season (Bleich and others 1997). 
Females tend to choose particularly steep, safe areas for bearing and initial rearing of lambs. 
Areas of steep limestone are commonly preferred lambing areas if available (Jaeger 1994). 
Males frequently occupy much less precipitous habitat during the lamb-rearing season (Bleich 
and others 1997).  

 

Survey Results 

In 1988, the Clark Mountain bighorn sheep herd was estimated to consist of 150 sheep. During 
golden eagle surveys (First Solar 2012n), 41 bighorn sheep were observed at various locations 
in proximity to the Study Area including at Devil’s Peak, Devil’s Canyon, Ivanpah Valley, and the 
Stateline Hills (WRI 2010). According to the NEMO plan, bighorn sheep regularly travel between 
different ranges, and some movement occurs between the Clark Mountains, Spring Mountains, 
and New York Mountains, including neighboring ranges in Nevada.  Although Ivanpah Dry Lake 
supports a seasonal supply of water, it is not likely that sheep would utilize the lower basin area 
of the Ivanpah Valley near the lakebed, therefore crossing the Study Area.  The northernmost 
section o f t he S tudy A rea m ay be us ed i nfrequently by  bi ghorn s heep dur ing foraging an d 
periods o f m ovement b etween t he C lark M ountains and S tateline H ills ( First S olar 2012n ). 
Metamorphic Hill c ontains steep rocky terrain and may at tract sheep lower into the Ivanpah 
Valley; ho wever, t his habi tat i s r elatively i solated f rom ot her por tions of t he C lark M ountain 
range. A habitat evaluation tool was developed for the Desert National Wildlife Range in Nevada 
and i ncludes an as sessment o f s even factors i mportant to t he us e an d pr esence o f bi ghorn 
sheep (Monson and Sumner 1980). A review of the evaluation criteria indicates that the majority 
of t he S tudy A rea i s no t de fined as  i mportant b ighorn s heep habi tat du e to l ow t o moderate 
scores in the seven assessment factors (First Solar 2012n). 

 

American Badger (Taxidea taxus)  
Natural History 

American badg ers w ere onc e f airly widespread t hroughout open gr assland habi tats of 
California. They are now uncommon, permanent residents throughout most of the state, with the 
exception of the northern North Coast area. Known to occur in the Mojave Desert, they are most 
abundant in the drier open s tages of most shrub, forest, and he rbaceous habi tats with friable 
soils. B adgers ar e generally as sociated w ith t reeless r egions, p rairies, par klands, and cold 
desert ar eas. C ultivated l ands hav e been r eported to provide l ittle us able habi tat for this 
species. They feed mainly on small mammals, especially ground squirrels, pocket gophers, rats, 
mice, and c hipmunks. This species captures some of its prey above ground foraging on bi rds, 
eggs, reptiles, invertebrates, and carrion. Its diet will shift seasonally and yearly depending upon 
prey availability. This species is somewhat tolerant of human activities.  

Badgers ar e generally s olitary ani mals t hat are primarily ac tive at  ni ght. They di g m ultiple 
burrows in f riable soils within their home range, with the dens located up t o 10 f eet below the 
grounds surface. Their home range size depends on the sex, season, and geographic region, 
varying between 300 to 1,500 acres per animal. Badgers undergo torpor in winter months.  

 

Survey Results 

Although t his species was not det ected dur ing focused s urveys ( First S olar 2012n), th e 
environmental conditions necessary to support this species exist within the Study Area, 
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Previous surveys (BLM 2010) observed this species approximately one mile west of the site in 
2007. A badger was relocated from the Ivanpah solar site in 2011. Consequently, this species is 
considered to have a high potential to occur within the Study Area.  

 
Bat Species  
Natural History 

The project area provides limited opportunities for roosting.  It is likely that several species 
frequent the project area in search of food.  The rocky hills immediately adjacent to the Study 
Area ( e.g., S tateline H ills, M etamorphic H ills, a nd C lark M ountains) an d m ines ( the U mberci 
Mine) in the mountains adjacent to the project area provide ample roosting habitat for several 
bat s pecies. S pecial s tatus ba t s pecies known or  that hav e m oderate to hi gh pot ential t o be  
present within the project area include the pallid bat (Antrozous pallidus), Townsend’s big-eared 
bat (Plecotus townsendii), and small-footed myotis (Myotis ciliolabrum). 

The pallid bat and small-footed myotis are locally common species of California.  The pallid bat 
occurs throughout the state from Shasta to Kern counties except in the high Sierra.  The small-
footed myotis occurs from the west and east sides of the Sierra Nevada, and in Great Basin and 
desert habitats from Modoc to Kern and San Bernardino counties.  Both species occupy a wide 
variety of habitats including grasslands, shrublands, woodlands, and forests from sea level up 
through mixed conifer forests. The pallid bat is most common in open, dry habitats with rocky 
areas for roosting and is a yearlong resident in most of the range. Caves, rock crevices, tree 
bark, and mines are used as roost sites.  The small-footed myotis may occupy similar habitat 
within and near the project area. 

Townsend's big-eared bat is found throughout California in all but subalpine and alpine habitats, 
and may be found at any season throughout its range. Once considered common, Townsend's 
big-eared bat now is considered uncommon in California. It is most abundant in mesic habitats, 
and uses caves, mines, t unnels, bui ldings, o r other hum an m ade s tructures for roosting. The 
Townsend’s big-eared bat captures their prey in flight using echolocation, or by gleaning from 
foliage, w ith s mall m oths bei ng t he p rincipal f ood o f t his s pecies. E xtremely s ensitive t o 
disturbance of roosting sites, a single visit may result in the abandonment of a maternity roost. 

 

Survey Results 

A bat habitat assessment and surveys were performed by Patricia Brown, Ph.D. (Brown-Berry 
Biological Consulting) in 2010 and 2011 within the full Study Area (Brown 2011; First Solar 
2012n). Suitable habitat for several bat species (specifically those that are known to occur in the 
vicinity including pallid bats, western pipistrelles, and C alifornia leaf-nosed bats) was reviewed 
in the field. General areas that may serve as potential roosts and foraging sites were identified.  
Acoustic monitoring was conducted on July 28 and 29, 2010 and from May 14 to 16, 2011 to 
determine which bat species utilize the Study Area. Ultrasonic detectors (i.e., Anabat II and 1A) 
recorded echolocation signals overnight in thirteen locations in different areas of the Study Area 
to identify bat species and document general activity levels.  

Roost surveys were conducted of rock shelters and mines in the mountains adj acent to the 
project ar ea dur ing t he day and at  ni ght f or ev idence of  ba ts and g uano. T he Umberci M ine 
(located appr oximately 1. 5 m iles nor thwest o f t he S tudy A rea) was v isited s everal t imes t o 
census the species and numbers of bats present. Occupied mines were monitored at dusk by 
surveyors w ith night v ision eq uipment to ob tain accurate ex it counts. The surveyors kept two 
counts for at least sixty minutes after the first bat exited of  how many bats entered and ex ited 
the mines. Video cameras with auxiliary infrared lights were used to remotely monitor mines and 
to obtain permanent records of exiting bats.  
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Pallid bat s and s mall-footed m yotis were det ected i n a s hallow r ock c ave i n t he f oothills j ust 
north of the study area. A mine shaft was located near the active cave. This species has been 
found to roost in rock crevices during the day and congregate for socialization in boulder caves 
and m ines dur ing t he n ight ( Brown 2011) . E cholocation s ignals w ere r ecorded ear ly i n t he 
evening near the dry lakebed, which could suggest that pallid bats are roosting within small rock 
crevices on the g round an d bur rows t hroughout ot her por tions o f the s tudy ar ea ( First S olar 
2012n).  

The Umberci Mine, located in the Clark Mountain Range approximately two miles northwest of 
the study area, serves as a maternity colony and hibernation site for Townsend’s big-eared bats 
(First S olar 2012n ). O ver one -hundred ba ts ex ited t he m ine on M ay 16,  2011 and a t orpid 
Townsend’s big-eared bat was found when the mine was entered (Brown 2011). Although not 
detected during echolocation surveys within the Project site, this species could forage over the 
project ar ea and no t be  det ected due to t heir characteristically f aint calls (First Solar 2012n).  
The Umberci Mine has been gated by BLM to protect the roosting bats. 

 

3.22.2 Applicable Regulations, Plans, and Standards 
The pr oposed project m ust c omply w ith s tate and f ederal l aws and r egulations t hat addr ess 
state and federally listed species, as well as other sensitive species and their habitats. 

 

3.22.2.1 Federal 
Endangered Species Act, Section 7.   The ESA was passed by the U.S. Congress in 1973, 
and has since been amended several times. The ESA and 50 C FR 17.1 et seq. designate and 
provide f or pr otection o f threatened and endang ered pl ants and ani mals and t heir c ritical 
habitat. Procedures for addressing federally listed species follow two principal pathways, both of 
which r equire c onsultation w ith t he U SFWS, which adm inisters t he ESA f or al l t errestrial 
species. The first pathway (ESA Section 10(a), Incidental Take Permit) is set up for situations in 
which a non-federal government entity (where no federal nexus exists) must resolve potential 
adverse i mpacts t o s pecies pr otected under  t he E SA. The s econd pa thway ( ESA Section 7 , 
Consultation) i nvolves p rojects w ith a federal c onnection or  r equirement; typically t hese ar e 
projects sponsored or permitted by a federal lead agency. For the Project, the federal lead 
agency (the BLM) initiates and coordinates the steps below for Section 7: 

• Preparation of biological assessment assessing potential for the project to adversely 
affect listed species 

• Coordination between resource agencies to assess impacts and proposed mitigation 

• Development of appropriate mitigation for adverse impacts on federally listed species 

The USFWS ultimately issues a final B iological Opinion on whether t he project would affect 
federally listed s pecies. I f a gency review of  a project de termines t hat a P roject can be 
implemented w ithout j eopardizing a federally pr otected s pecies, the B iological O pinion may 
include an Incidental Take Statement of anticipated incidental take accompanied by the 
appropriate and r easonable mitigation measures to minimize such take. It is expected that the 
USFWS will issue a Biological Opinion for the Project for impacts to any federally listed species. 

 

BLM Sensitive Species 
BLM Sensitive Species are species designated by the State Director that are not already federal 
listed proposed, or candidate species, or State listed because of potential endangerment. BLM’s 
policy is to “ensure that actions authorized, funded, or carried out do not contribute to the need 
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to list any of these species as threatened or endangered.” Various offices of the BLM maintain a 
list o f special s tatus pl ant and w ildlife s pecies t hat a re to be considered as  par t o f the 
management activities carried out by the BLM on the lands that they administer. 

 

California Desert Conservation Area Plan  
The California Desert Conservation Area (CDCA) covers approximately 25 million acres of land 
in southern and southeastern California, with approximately 10 million acres being administered 
by t he B LM. T he C DCA P lan i s a c omprehensive, l ong-range pl an w ith g oals and s pecific 
actions for the management, use, development and protection of the resources and public lands 
within t he C DCA and  i s bas ed on  t he c oncepts o f m ultiple us e, s ustained y ield, and  
maintenance of environmental quality.  

The multiple use classes comprise the backbone of the Plan, essentially zoning the CDCA into 
four major multiple use categories, as a c ity or county is zoned for land use classes. The Plan 
categories i nclude appr oximately f our million a cres o f C lass C  ( controlled) l ands ( including 
roughly 3, 600,000 ac res o f w ilderness ar eas c reated unde r t he 1 994 C alifornia D esert 
Protection Act) to be preserved in a natural state with access generally limited to non-motorized, 
non-mechanized means; approximately four million acres of Class L (limited use) lands, 
providing for generally lower intensity, carefully controlled uses that do not significantly diminish 
resource values; approximately 1.5 million acres of Class M (moderate use) lands designated 
for mining, livestock grazing, recreation, energy, and utility development with mitigation required 
for any  da mage c aused by  per mitted us es; a nd appr oximately 500, 000 ac res o f C lass I 
(intensive use) l ands m anaged for concentrated uses w ith reasonable pr otection pr ovided f or 
sensitive natural values and mitigation of impacts and rehabilitation of impacted areas occurring 
when possible.  

The Plan’s goals and actions for each resource are established in its 12 elements including the 
Wildlife E lement and the E nergy P roduction a nd U tility C orridors E lement, a mong s everal 
others. The proposed Stateline facility site is located within Class L lands (BLM 1980). 

 

Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA).  The federal MBTA of 1918 (16 U.S.C. 703-712) provides 
protection for a majority of bird species occurring in the U.S. The MBTA makes it unlawful to 
pursue, hunt, take, capture, kill, or sell birds listed under the MBTA. Some common species are 
not covered under the MBTA and include the European starling (Sturnus vulgaris), the house 
sparrow ( Passer domesticus), t he r ock pi geon ( Columba livia), and g ame s pecies s uch as  
grouse, t urkey, and pt armigan. There hav e been s everal am endments t o t he or iginal l aw 
(including the Migratory Bird Treaty Reform Act of 1998). Currently, penalties include a fine of 
not more than $15,000 or imprisonment of not more than two years for misdemeanor violations 
of t he ac t. The s tatute does  not  di scriminate bet ween l ive or  dead bi rds and grants full 
protection to any bird parts, including feathers, eggs, and nests. Currently, 836 bird species are 
protected by the MBTA. The USFWS Migratory Birds and Habitat Program primarily operates 
under the auspices of the MBTA. 

 

Bald and Golden E agle P rotection Act (BGEPA).  The BGEPA prohibits any f orm o f 
possession or taking of either bald eagles or golden eagles. A 1962 amendment created a 
specific exemption for possession o f an ea gle or  ea gle par ts ( e.g., feathers) for r eligious 
purposes of I ndian t ribes. The B GEPA p rohibits t ake, w hich i s de fined as t o “ pursue, s hoot, 
shoot at, poison, wound, k ill, capture, trap, collect, destroy, molest, disturb, or otherwise harm 
eagles, their nests, or their eggs.” Under the BGEPA, “disturb” means to agitate or bother a bald 
or golden eagle to a degree that causes, or is likely to cause, based on the best scientific 
information av ailable: ( 1) i njury t o an  ea gle; ( 2) dec rease i n i ts p roductivity b y s ubstantially 
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interfering with normal breeding, feeding, or sheltering behavior; or (3) nest abandonment, by 
substantially interfering with normal breeding, feeding, or sheltering behavior. 

On September 11, 2009, the USFWS set in place rules (50 CFR parts 13 and 22)  establishing 
two new permit types: (1) take of bald and golden eagles that is associated with, but is not the 
purpose of, the activity; and (2) purposeful take of eagle nests that pose a threat to human or 
eagle s afety. S pecifically, t he B GEPA aut horizes i ntentional t ake o f eag le nes ts w here: 
necessary to alleviate a safety hazard to people or eagles; necessary to ensure public health 
and safety; the nest prevents the use of a human-engineered structure; and/or the activity, or 
mitigation for t he ac tivity, will provide a net  bene fit t o eagles; and al lows inactive nes ts to be 
taken only in the case of safety emergencies.  

As described in the USFWS Draft Eagle Conservation Plan (ECP) Guidance dated January 
2011 ( USFWS 2011 b), t he USFWS recommends t hat pr oject pr oponents pr epare an E CP t o 
avoid, minimize, and m itigate project-related i mpacts t o eagles to ensure no net loss to t he 
golden eagle population. Pursuant to BLM Instructional Memorandum (IM) 2010-156, the BLM 
will provide USFWS an ECP for review. If take is deemed likely, the applicant will seek an Eagle 
Take Permit. 

Rule changes made in September 2009 finalized permit regulations to authorize limited take of 
these s pecies as sociated w ith ot herwise l awful ac tivities. T hese new r egulations es tablish 
permit provisions for intentional take of eagle nests under particular limited circumstances 
(USFWS 2009).  USFWS is currently accepting public comment in preparation for revising their 
regulations governing these take permits (USFWS 2012).  

 

Desert T ortoise R ecovery P lan and  C ritical H abitat D esignation of  1994.   The D esert 
Tortoise R ecovery P lan es tablished a s trategy for t he r ecovery and ev entual de -listing of t he 
Mojave population of desert tortoise. Six recovery units with 14 DWMAs were originally 
proposed in Arizona, California, Nevada, and Utah. Based on information in the Recovery Plan, 
12 CHUs were es tablished f or t he M ojave pop ulation of  des ert t ortoise by  t he U SFWS on 
February 8, 1994 (59 FR 5820, USFWS 1994). 
A revised r ecovery pl an w as pr epared i n 20 11, w hich r e-delineated t he r ecovery uni ts and  
reduced them from six units to five units, based on recent genetic research. The recovery units 
cover the entire range of the Mojave population of desert tortoise (USFWS 2011a). 

 

Land Designations and Plans 
Federal 
The S tateline S olar Far m P roject i s l ocated on  federal l and under  B LM’s j urisdiction and i s 
therefore subject to the provisions of BLM’s CDCA Plan (BLM 1980). As an am endment to the 
CDCA Plan, BLM produced the NEMO Plan amendments (BLM 2002). This document consists 
of proposed management actions and alternatives for public lands in the NEMO Planning Area. 
The Stateline project i s l ocated i n the s outheastern por tion o f t he NEMO P lanning A rea 
Boundary.  

The B LM has  w orked w ith t he U SFWS t o dev elop a v ariety of  l and des ignations as  tools t o 
protect sensitive biological r esources, i ncluding the desert tortoise. The siting o f the S tateline 
Solar Farm Project considered the management direction of these designations, as described 
below:  

• Desert Wildlife Management Areas are general areas recommended by the Desert 
Tortoise Recovery Plan (USFWS 1994; USFWS 2011a) within which recovery efforts for 
the desert tortoise would be c oncentrated. DWMAs had no s pecific legal boundaries in 
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the 1994 R ecovery P lan. The B LM formalized t he general D WMAs from t he 19 94 
Recovery P lan through i ts planning process and administers them as Areas of Critical 
Environmental C oncern ( see bel ow). The Stateline S olar Far m P roject does not  fall 
within any  D WMA and  i s l ocated l ess t han 2 m iles w est of  t he Ivanpah V alley 
DWMA/ACEC. 

• Area of  C ritical E nvironmental C oncern are s pecific, l egally de fined, B LM 
designations where s pecial m anagement i s needed t o pr otect and  pr event i rreparable 
damage to i mportant hi storical, c ultural, s cenic v alues, f ish and w ildlife, and nat ural 
resources or t o protect l ife and s afety f rom natural hazards. The Stateline Solar Farm 
Project is not included within any designated ACEC and is located less than 2 miles west 
of the Ivanpah Valley DWMA/ACEC and the Clark Mountain ACEC is approximately 4 
miles west of the site. 

• Critical Habitat consists of specific areas defined by the USFWS as areas essential for 
the conservation of the listed s pecies, which support physical and biological f eatures 
essential f or s urvival and t hat m ay r equire s pecial m anagement c onsiderations or  
protection. Critical habitat for the desert tortoise was designated in 1994, largely based 
on proposed DWMAs in the Recovery Plan. The Stateline Solar Farm Project is 
approximately 3.5 miles from the nearest desert tortoise critical habitat (Ivanpah CHU).  

BLM pr ovides m anagement di rection f or s pecies s uch as  des ert t ortoise within t he N EMO, 
which i nclude f ive g eographical ar eas o f t ortoise habi tat i n t he pl anning ar ea. These ar eas 
include an Ivanpah Valley and a North Ivanpah Valley area (BLM 2002), with the Stateline Solar 
Farm P roject located w ithin t he I vanpah V alley habi tat ar ea. C urrent designations for bo th 
Ivanpah areas are as Category III desert tortoise habitat (BLM 2002). Category III management 
goals a re t o l imit tortoise habi tat and  popul ation de clines t o the ex tent possible by  m itigating 
impacts.   

Potential take of the desert tortoise, listed as threatened by the USFWS, requires compliance 
with the federal ESA (16 U.S.C. §§ 1531 et seq.). “Take” of a federally-listed species is 
prohibited without an I ncidental Take Statement, which would be obtained through a S ection 7 
consultation between BLM and the USFWS. The applicant is currently completing a Draft 
Biological Assessment (BA) for the Stateline Solar Farm Project.  The Draft BA will be f inalized 
by BLM, and submitted to USFWS to initiate consultation regarding protected species.    

 
3.22.2.2 State 
California Endangered Species Act (CESA).  The CESA is similar to the federal ESA, and is 
administered by the CDFG. CESA was enacted to protect sensitive resources and their habitats. 
The C ESA pr ohibits the t ake o f C ESA-listed s pecies unl ess s pecifically pr ovided f or under  
another s tate l aw. C ESA does  al low f or i ncidental t ake associated w ith ot herwise l awful 
development pr ojects. The C DFG r ecommends t he dev elopment o f appropriate mitigation 
planning to offset project-induced losses of listed species. A project applicant is responsible for 
consulting with the CDFG, if applicable, to preclude activities that are likely to take any CESA-
listed threatened or endangered species then an Incidental Take Permit (CDFG Code Section 
2081) will be required. 
 

California D epartment of  Fi sh and Game C ode §1600 -1603, S treambed Alteration 
Agreement.  This s tatute r egulates ac tivities t hat w ould “ substantially divert or  obs truct t he 
natural flow of, or substantially change the bed, channel, or bank of, or use material from the 
streambed of a natural watercourse” that supports fish or wildlife resources. A stream is defined 
as a body  of  w ater t hat f lows at  l east per iodically or  i ntermittently t hrough a bed or  c hannel 
having bank s, and supports fish or  ot her a quatic l ife. This i ncludes watercourses hav ing a  
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surface or  subsurface flow t hat supports or has supported r iparian v egetation. A Streambed 
Alteration Agreement (SAA) must be ob tained for any Proposed Project that would result in an 
adverse i mpact t o a r iver, s tream, or  l ake. If fish or  w ildlife w ould be substantially ad versely 
affected, an agreement to implement mitigation measures identified by the CDFG would be 
required. An SAA would likely be required for impacts to drainages in California. 
 

California Fish and Game Code §3503.  This section prohibits the taking and possession of 
any bird egg or nest, except as otherwise provided by this code or subsequent regulations. The 
administering agency is the CDFG. 
 

California Fish and Game Code §3503.5.  This section prohibits the taking and possession of 
eggs or nest of any bird classified as a Falconiformes or Strigiformes (birds-of-prey), except as 
otherwise pr ovided b y t his c ode or  s ubsequent r egulations. T he ad ministering a gency i s t he 
CDFG. 
 

California Fish and Game Code §3511, §4700, §5515, and §5050.  These sections prohibit 
the taking and pos session of birds, mammals, fish, and reptiles l isted as “fully protected.” The 
administering agency is the CDFG. 
 

California Fish and G ame Code §3513 – Adoption of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act.  This 
section provides for the adoption of the MBTA’s provisions. As with the MBTA, this state code 
offers no statutory or regulatory mechanism for obtaining an incidental take permit for the loss of 
non-game migratory birds. The administering agency is the CDFG. 
 

California Code of Regulations §670.2 and §670.5.  The code lists wildlife and plant species 
listed as  t hreatened o r endangered i n C alifornia or  by  t he federal government under  E SA. 
Species considered future protected species by the CDFG are designated California species of 
special concern (CSC). CSC species currently have no legal status, but are considered indicator 
species useful for monitoring regional habitat changes. 
 

CEQA Guidelines §15380.  CEQA Guidelines §15380(b) provides that a species not listed on 
the federal or  s tate l ist o f p rotected s pecies may be c onsidered rare or  endan gered i f t he 
species can be shown to meet certain specified criteria. 
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4.1 Introduction 
This c hapter as sesses env ironmental c onsequences or  i mpacts that w ould r esult from the 
implementation of t he P roposed A ction and alternatives des cribed i n C hapter 2.  T hese 
analyses c onsider di rect, i ndirect, and c umulative i mpacts of  t he P roposed A ction and 
alternatives, including both short-term impacts dur ing construction and dec ommissioning, and 
long-term impacts during operations. This chapter also identifies mitigation measures to 
address adverse impacts and summarizes t he r esidual and u navoidable adv erse i mpacts 
associated w ith eac h r esource ar ea. The scope of the impact analyses presented in this 
chapter i s c ommensurate w ith t he l evel of  det ail f or t he al ternatives provided in Chapter 2, 
Proposed Action and Alternatives, and the availability and/or quality of data necessary to 
assess i mpacts. B aseline c onditions f or as sessing t he pot ential env ironmental impacts are 
described in Chapter 3.  

 

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Methodology 
The m ethodology f or t his as sessment c onforms with t he g uidance f ound i n t he f ollowing 
sections of the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations for implementing NEPA: 40 
Code of Federal Regulation (CFR) Section 1502.24, Methodology and Scientific Accuracy; 40 
CFR S ection 1508. 7, Cumulative Impact; and 40 CFR Section 1508.8, Effects. The CEQ 
regulations require agencies to “rigorously explore and obj ectively evaluate” the impacts of the 
alternatives. 

 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Methodology 
The methodologies used in the impact assessment also conform to the requirements of CEQA, 
Public Resources Code Section 21000 et  seq.), including the Guidelines for Implementation of 
the CEQA, Title 14 California Code of Regulations (CCR) section 15000 et seq. 

 

4.1.1 Analytical Assumptions 
The impact analysis in this chapter was conducted with the following assumptions:  

• The laws, regulations, and policies applicable to the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) 
authorizing Right-of-Way (ROW) grants for renewable ener gy dev elopment f acilities 
would be applied consistently for all action alternatives; 

• San B ernardino C ounty’s C EQA r equirements w ould be appl ied c onsistently f or al l 
action alternatives; 

• The proposed facility would be constructed, operated, maintained, and decommissioned 
as described for each action alternative in Chapter 2; and 

• Short-term impacts are those expected to occur during the construction phase, the first 
five years of the oper ation and m aintenance phas e, and dur ing pr oject 
decommissioning.  Long-term impacts are t hose t hat w ould oc cur after t he first f ive 
years of operation and m aintenance unt il the decommissioning phase is complete, a 
period of  25 years. Long-term i mpacts, s uch as  v egetation i mpacts, c ould al so 
potentially extend beyond the end of the decommissioning phase. 
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4.1.2 Types of Effects 

NEPA Impact Analysis 
The potential impacts from those actions that would have direct, indirect, and cumulative effects 
were considered for each resource. The terms “effect” and “impact” as used in this document 
are synonymous and could be beneficial or adverse.  

Direct ef fects ar e caused by  t he ac tion and oc cur at  the same time and place as the action; 
indirect effects are caused by the action and oc cur later in t ime or further in distance, but are 
still reasonably f oreseeable based on the scope of t he action (40 CFR 1508. 8). Cumulative 
impacts are those effects resulting from the incremental impacts of an action when combined 
with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, regardless of which agency 
or per son under takes s uch ac tions ( 40 C FR 1508. 7). C umulative i mpacts c ould r esult f rom 
individually i nsignificant but  c ollectively s ignificant ac tions t aking pl ace ov er a period of time. 
Short-term impacts occur only for a s hort time af ter implementation of  an action; for example, 
construction noise impacts from construction ac tivities w ould be c onsidered s hort-term i n 
nature. In contrast, long-term effects occur for an extended period after implementation of an 
action; for example, operational noise during facility operations would be a long-term impact, as 
it would continue throughout the entire period of operations. For the purposes of this document, 
“short-term” and “long-term” are defined in Section 4.1.1. 

Section 1502. 16 of  t he C EQ r egulations f orms t he s cientific and an alytic bas is f or t he 
comparison of alternatives. This chapter consolidates the discussions of those elements 
required by sections 102(2)(C)(i), (ii), (iv), and (v) of NEPA which are within the scope of this 
draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)/Environmental Impact Report (EIR), and as  much 
of Section 102(2)(C)(iii) as is necessary to support the comparisons. The discussion includes 
the env ironmental i mpacts of  eac h of  t he alternatives, including any adverse environmental 
effects w hich c annot be av oided, t he r elationship between s hort-term us es of  m an’s 
environment and t he m aintenance and enhanc ement of  l ong-term pr oductivity, and any  
irreversible or irretrievable commitments of  resources which would be involved in the proposal 
should it be implemented. 

Under NEPA, significance is def ined by the CEQ as a m easure of  the intensity and c ontext of  
the ef fects of  a m ajor federal action on t he human environment (Section §1508.27). The BLM 
NEPA Handbook reiterates this directive, stating that the document should “focus the 
discussion of effects on the context, intensity, and duration.” Intensity refers to the severity or 
level of  m agnitude of  i mpacts. P ublic heal th and s afety, proximity to sensitive areas, level of 
controversy, unique risks, or potentially precedent-setting ef fects m ay al l be c onsidered i n 
determining intensity of effect. Context means that the effects of an action must be analyzed 
within a framework or within physical or conceptual l imits. NEPA does not require that federal 
agencies make a f inding of significance for an EIS.  Under NEPA, impacts, whether significant 
or not , are disclosed and analyzed. Whenever possible, this document differentiates between 
short-term and long-term impacts. 

 

CEQA Impact Analysis 
Under C EQA, i mpacts r esulting from construction, operation, and decommissioning of the 
Proposed Project and alternatives are evaluated using significance thresholds, as defined in the 
Appendix G checklist of CEQA. For each issue defined in the checklist, a determination is made 
that t here i s no i mpact, a less than significant i mpact, a s ignificant i mpact, a pot entially 
significant impact, or a significant and unavoidable impact.  If an impact exceeds a threshold, it 
is deemed a s ignificant i mpact. S ignificant i mpacts under  C EQA r equire t he A pplicant t o 
conduct mitigation to reduce the impacts to less than significant levels.  For the purposes of the 
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analysis i n Chapter 4,  t he t erms significance or significant are used only t o describe impacts 
under CEQA. 

 

4.1.3 Resources and Resource Uses Not Affected or Present in the Action Area 
Resources, B LM pr ogram ar eas, or  ot her as pects of t he human environment that are not 
affected or present in the proposed facility area include: wild and scenic rivers, national scenic 
or historic trails, monuments, and national recreation ar eas; c ooperative m anagement and 
protection ar eas; out standing nat ural ar eas; f orest r eserves; bac k c ountry by ways; and 
wetlands. 

 

4.1.4 Mitigation Measures Included in the Analysis 

Mitigation Measures under NEPA 
The B LM N EPA H andbook ( H-1790-1) d iscusses m itigation m easures as s pecific m eans, 
measures, or practices that would reduce or el iminate ef fects of  t he pr oposed ac tion or  
alternatives.  Mitigation may be used to reduce or avoid adverse impacts whether or not they 
are s ignificant in nature.  In an EIS, the BLM must identify all relevant, reasonable mitigation 
measures t hat c ould i mprove the project. The Handbook distinguishes between “Design 
Features of the Proposed Action”, which are incorporated into the Plan of Development (POD) 
for the P roposed Action, and m itigation m easures, w hich are r equirements i dentified and 
analyzed in an EIS and may be required as conditions of approval of a ROW grant.  For this 
Stateline Solar Farm project, the Applicant has incorporated environmental protection measures 
into t heir POD (First S olar 2011 ).  I n addi tion, t he A pplicant has  dev eloped a s eries of  
management plans t hat, as c omponents of  t he POD, provide addi tional m easures, B est 
Management P ractices, and ot her el ements i ncluded i n t he des ign of  t he Project i n o rder t o 
reduce impacts.  T hese measures are described as  components of  t he Applicant’s Proposed 
Action in the description of the Proposed Action and alternatives provided in Chapter 2.  In each 
resource section, following the analysis of impacts, BLM has developed appropriate mitigation 
measures (if needed) that may include specifying that the components of  a m anagement plan 
be implemented, modifying components of the m anagement plan, or  pr oviding ot her det ailed 
measures that are not already addressed in the POD or management plans. 

 

Mitigation Measures Under CEQA 
Unlike NEPA, CEQA requires that a significance determination be made for each significance 
criteria evaluated in an EIR. Significance criteria, the basis for which is set forth in the CEQA 
Guidelines E nvironmental Checklist (Appendix G), are identified for each environmental 
resource area. The significance criteria serve as a benchmark for determining if a project would 
result i n s ignificant adv erse env ironmental i mpacts w hen evaluated against the baseline or  
existing env ironmental c onditions. I mpacts ar e as sessed r elative t o eac h i mpact c riterion t o 
determine whether the project would have no impact, a less-than-significant impact, less than 
significant with mitigation, or a significant impact.  Impacts are quantified to the extent possible. 
In addi tion, t he det ermination of  an i mpact’s s ignificance is derived from standards set by 
regulatory agencies on the federal, State, and local levels; knowledge of  the effects of  similar 
past projects; professional judgment; and plans and policies adopted by governmental 
agencies.  

CEQA requires that mitigation measures be identified t o r educe or  avoid s ignificant i mpacts.  
The CEQA Guidelines §15370 define mitigation as:  
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(a) Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action;  

(b) Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation;  

(c) Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected environment;  

(d) Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations 
during the life of the action; and  

(e) Compensating for the i mpact by  replacing or pr oviding s ubstitute resources or  
environments.  

If impacts remain significant after all feasible mitigation is considered, (i.e., continue to exceed 
the threshold of significance identified in t he impact c riteria), t he analysis must conclude that 
the impact is significant and unavoidable.  

 

Mitigation Measure Summary 
For i mpacts i dentified i n t he analyses in t he resource s ections in t his c hapter, m itigation 
measures have been developed that would be implemented during all appropriate phases of the 
project f rom initial g round breaking to operations, and t hrough c losure and decommissioning. 
The mitigation measures include a combination of the following:  

• Specifying that the components of a management plan be implemented, modifying 
components of the management plan, or providing other detailed measures that are not 
already addressed in the POD or management plans;  

• Regulatory requirements of other federal, state, and local agencies; and  

• Additional BLM-proposed mitigation measures, standard ROW grant terms and 
conditions, and best management practices (BMPs). 

These requirements are generically referred to as “mitigation measures” throughout this Draft 
Plan Amendment (PA) and Draft EIS/EIR. Because these mitigation measures are derived from 
a variety of sources, they also are required, and their implementation regulated, by the various 
agencies.  

Many of the mitigation measures are r equired by  ag encies ot her t han t he B LM, and t heir 
implementation by t he A pplicant will be enf orced by  t hose ot her ag encies. For  instance, the 
Endangered S pecies A ct ( ESA) S ection 7 m itigation m easures of  t he U.S. Fi sh and W ildlife 
Service ( USFWS) will b e identified i n t heir B iological Opinion (BO), and the National His toric 
Preservation Act (NHPA) Section 106 m itigation measures will be specified in a M emorandum 
of Agreement (MOU).  The Applicant will be required by the Record of Decision (ROD) and the 
ROW grant to comply with the requirements of those other agencies (see, e.g., 43 CFR 
2805.12(a) (Federal and state laws and regulations), (i)(6) (more stringent state standards for 
public heal th and s afety, env ironmental pr otection and s iting, c onstructing, oper ating, and 
maintaining any  f acilities and i mprovements on t he ROW).  Any non -compliance w ith 
implementation of  these other Federal or state requirements may affect the approval status of  
the ROD and ROW grant.  

In some instances, the BLM identified potential impacts to public land resources that would not 
otherwise be the subject of mitigation measures required by these other agencies. In these 
instances, individual mitigation measures have been developed by the BLM. If a ROW is  
granted, these mitigation measures may be incorporated into the ROW grant and, if so, will be 
monitored and managed by the BLM. In addition, standard terms and conditions for approval of 
the use of  publ ic land will be i dentified in the ROD and incorporated into the proposed ROW 
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grant and t herefore will be enf orced by the BLM as  par t of  any ROW g rant approved f or t he 
project. 

 

4.1.5 Cumulative Scenario Approach 
This Draft PA and Draft EIS/EIR analyzes the cumulative impacts of the construction, operation 
and maintenance, c losure and dec ommissioning of  t he c omponents of  t he Proposed Action, 
taking into account the effects in common with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such 
actions. The cumulative effects analysis highlights past actions that are closely-related either in 
time or space (i.e., temporally or in g eographic pr oximity) t o t he P roposed A ction, pr esent 
actions that are ongoing at the same time t his draft EIS/EIR w as bei ng pr epared; and 
reasonably f oreseeable f uture ac tions, i ncluding t hose f or which t here are existing decisions, 
funding, formal proposals, or which are highly probable, based on known opportunities or 
trends.  

NEPA and CEQA have similar definitions of “cumulative impact.” According to the CEQ’s 
regulations implementing NEPA, “cumulative impact” or effect “is the impact on the environment 
which results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (federal or non-federal) or 
person undertakes such other actions” (40 CFR §1508.7). “Cumulative effects can result from 
individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time” (40 CFR 
§1508.7).  

Under CEQA Guidelines, “a cumulative impact consists of an impact which is created as a 
result of the combination of the project evaluated in the EIR together with other projects causing 
related i mpacts” ( 14 C CR §15130[ a][1]). C umulative i mpacts m ust be addressed if the 
incremental ef fect of  a pr oject, c ombined w ith t he effects of other projects, is “cumulatively 
considerable” ( 14 CCR §15130[ a]). Such i ncremental ef fects ar e t o be “viewed in connection 
with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable 
future pr ojects” ( 14 C CR §15164[ b][1]). T ogether, t hese projects compose the cumulative 
baseline that forms the basis of the cumulative impact analysis. 

Table 4.1-1 (located at  the end of  this section) provides a c omprehensive listing of  all existing 
and foreseeable projects that could c ontribute t o a c umulative i mpact on t he env ironment. 
Projects l isted include renewable energy projects located on BLM-administered l ands and/ or 
private lands, other BLM actions/activities, and projects identified by local governments, such as 
San Bernardino. Table 4.1-1 presents the project name and owner, location, type, status, total 
acres, and a br ief des cription of  eac h pr oject, t o t he ex tent that t he i nformation i s available. 
Most of the projects listed in Table 4.1-1 have been, are being, or would be required to undergo 
their ow n i ndependent env ironmental r eview under  N EPA or  C EQA or  bot h, as  appl icable. 
Figures 4. 1-1a and b s how t he l ocation of eac h of  t he pr ojects l isted i n T able 4. 1-1 us ing a 
corresponding identification number. Those projects where the identification number shown as 
an asterisk (*) are outside the area covered by Figures 4.1-1a and b.  

For the Proposed Action, the cumulative scenario for each potentially affected resource 
includes all or a portion of the projects identified in Table 4.1-1. Table 4.1-2 (located at the end 
of t his section) identifies each potentially af fected resource, the cumulative analysis region of 
interest (which is the geographic extent for each cumulative effects resource/issue), elements 
to consider, and which projects from the full list of project identified in Table 4.1-1 are located or 
would occur within the cumulative analysis impacts area for that resource.  

With t he ex ception of  c limate c hange, w hich i s a g lobal i ssue, t he BLM has identified the 
California des ert as the l argest area w ithin w hich cumulative ef fects could be as sessed 
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depending on t he resource. However, within the desert region, the specific area of cumulative 
effect varies by resource. For each resource, the geographic scope of analysis is based on the 
topography s urrounding t he proposed f acility and t he nat ural boundar ies of  t he r esource 
affected, rather than jurisdictional boundaries. Table 4.1-2 i dentifies the relevant geographic 
scope for the evaluation of cumulative impacts for each identified resource. 

While each pr oject identified in Tables 4. 1-1 and 4. 1-2 have their own i mplementation 
schedules, these s chedules m ay or  m ay not  c oincide or  ov erlap w ith t he s chedule of  t he 
Proposed Action or  al ternatives. To be c onservative the cumulative analysis assumes that all 
projects in t he cumulative scenario are bui lt and oper ating during the construction, operation, 
maintenance and decommissioning of the Proposed Action. 
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Table 4.1-1. Cumulative Projects List 
ID 

Number 
Project Name 

and Ownership 
Location Project Type Status Acres Project Description 

Former and Currently Existing Projects 
1 Interstate 15 

(Caltrans)  
Linear project running 
from Las Vegas to Los 
Angeles  

Highway  Existing  N/A  Interstate 15 (I-15) is a major 
east-west route for trucks 
delivering goods to and from 
California, and for tourist access 
to Las Vegas. It is a four lane 
divided highway in the Ivanpah 
Valley region.  

2 Union Pacific 
Railroad 

Linear project running 
through western 
Ivanpah Valley 

Railroad Existing  N/A  Transcontinental railroad line 

3 AT&T and Sprint 
Communication 
Cables 

Linear project running 
through western 
Ivanpah Valley 

Communication Existing  N/A  Fiber-optic communication 
transmission cables 

4 Kern River Gas 
Transmission 
Pipeline 

Linear project from 
Mountain Pass to Las 
Vegas, passing on 
western edge of 
Ivanpah Valley. 

Natural gas pipeline Existing N/A Natural gas transmission pipeline. 

5 Calnev 
Petroleum 
Products 
Pipeline, Kinder 
Morgan. 

Linear project from 
Mountain Pass to Las 
Vegas, passing 
through Ivanpah Dry 
Lake. 

Petroleum products 
pipeline 

Existing N/A Two co-located petroleum 
products pipelines. 

6 Walter Higgins 
Bighorn 
Generating 
Station 

Near Primm, Nevada Natural gas power 
plant 

Existing unknown 570 megawatt (MW) Natural-gas-
fired power plant 

7 First Solar Silver 
State Solar 
Project (BLM 
NVN 085077) 

Approximately 2 miles 
east of Primm, 
Nevada; Ivanpah 
Valley 

Solar energy 
(renewable) 

Phase I (50 MW) 
completed. 

2,967 acres Phase I (50 MW) completed.  
Phase 2 (350 MW) being 
evaluated in EIS. 

8 Molycorp 
Minerals LLC 

Mountain Pass Mine Existing 2,222 acres Rare earth minerals mine.  
Includes groundwater production 
wells in Ivanpah Well Field 
located on Nipton Road. 
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Table 4.1-1. Cumulative Projects List 
ID 

Number 
Project Name 

and Ownership 
Location Project Type Status Acres Project Description 

9 Los Angeles 
Department of 
Water and Power 
(LADWP) and 
Southern 
California 
Electric (SCE) 
Transmission 
lines  

Eastern Ivanpah 
Valley 

Electricity 
transmission line 

Existing N/A Several existing transmission 
lines in approved utility corridors 

10 Primm Resorts, 
including Buffalo 
Bills, Primm 
Valley Resort, 
Whiskey Pete’s, 
and worker 
housing. 

Primm, Nevada Resort Existing unknown Resort consisting of casinos and 
hotels. Includes groundwater 
production wells located within 
Stateline Project Study Area. 

11 Primm Valley 
Golf Club 

Ivanpah Valley 2 miles 
south of Primm. 

Recreation Existing 445 acres Golf Course.  Includes 
groundwater production wells 
located just west of the Primm 
Valley Golf Course, approximately 
1 mi south of the proposed 
Stateline facility. 

12 Colosseum Mine Clark Mountain area Mining Closed and 
Reclaimed 

unknown Former gold mine. 

13 Clark Mountain 
Grazing 
Allotment 

Ivanpah and mesquite 
Valleys 

Grazing existing 93,500 acres Active grazing allotment 

14 Non-motorized 
open-space 
recreational 
activities 

Ivanpah Dry Lake Recreation existing N/A Permitted national and 
international landsailing, kite bugy 
and long distance archery 
competitive events 
 
Approximately 200 casual use dry 
lake access permits issued 
annually 
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Table 4.1-1. Cumulative Projects List 
ID 

Number 
Project Name 

and Ownership 
Location Project Type Status Acres Project Description 

Reasonably Foreseeable Projects in Ivanpah Area 

15 Calnev Pipeline 
Expansion 
Project, Kinder 
Morgan. 

Along existing pipeline 
ROW from Mountain 
Pass, through Ivanpah 
Dry Lake, and past 
Primm, Nevada. 

Petroleum products 
pipeline 

Draft EIS issued in 
March 2012 

2,841 acres Addition of new 16-inch petroleum 
products pipeline to the existing 
pipeline system. 

16 Kern River 
Mountain Pass 
Lateral Project 

Mountain Pass Natural gas pipeline Under construction. 104 acres 
(assume 100 foot 
wide ROW) 

An approximately 8.6-mile, 8-inch-
diameter pipeline extending from 
Kern River’s mainline to the 
Molycorp Facility.3 

17 Molycorp 
Minerals, LLC, 
Phoenix Project 

Mountain Pass Mine Expansion Under construction Within 2,222 
acre footprint of 
existing mine 

Expansion of existing rare earth 
minerals mine. 

18 CalTrans, Joint 
Port of Entry 
(JPOE) (CA-690-
EA06-01) 

Between Yates Well 
Road and Nipton 
Road, San Bernardino 
County 

Transportation Caltrans submitted a 
Recreation and 
Public Purposes Act 
Lease application to 
the BLM for the 
JPOE facility.  
Construction is 
scheduled to begin 
in 2012 and take 
approximately 19 
months.4,5 

133 acres The Joint Port of Entry would 
include an Agricultural Inspection 
Facility and a Commercial Vehicle 
Enforcement Facility located on 
the north side of Interstate 15 
between Nipton Road and Yates 
Well Road. 

19 BrightSource 
Ivanpah Solar 
Electric 
Generating 
Station (SEGS) 
Project (BLM 
ROW 048668, 
049502, 049503, 
049504, and 
049508) 

Ivanpah Valley, 
California  

Solar energy 
(renewable) 

Currently under 
construction, 
estimated to be 
completed in 2014.   

3,471 acres 370 MW solar facility using power 
tower technology.  Includes 
groundwater production wells 
located between Units 1 and 2, 
approximately 1 mi south of 
proposed Stateline facility. 
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Table 4.1-1. Cumulative Projects List 
ID 

Number 
Project Name 

and Ownership 
Location Project Type Status Acres Project Description 

20 Eldorado-
Ivanpah 
Transmission 
Project (EITP), 
Southern 
California Edison 

Transmission line in 
corridor between 
Eldorado Valley, 
through Primm, to new 
Ivanpah substation 
located within Ivanpah 
SEGS facility. 

Electricity 
transmission 

Currently under 
construction, to be 
completed in 2013 

480 acres New 115-kilovolt (kV) electricity 
transmission line. 

21 Southern 
Nevada 
Supplemental 
Airport (SNSA) 
and SNSA 
Ivanpah Airport 
Environs Overlay   

Along the I-15 Corridor 
near Primm, Nevada 

Airport While the SNSA has 
not been approved 
or constructed, the 
South County Land 
Use Plan contains 
policies related to 
the SNSA, and the 
land is considered 
reserved for the 
future airport.  The 
SNSA is currently on 
hold. 

5,934-acre site; 
17,000-acre total 
area for buffer 
zone 

Site reserved for a new 
International Airport to 
supplement the  McCarran 
International Airport in Las Vegas. 

22 First Solar Silver 
State Solar 
Project (BLM 
NVN 085077) 

Approximately 2 miles 
east of Primm, 
Nevada; Ivanpah 
Valley 

Solar energy 
(renewable) 

Phase I (50 MW) 
completed.  Phase 2 
(350 MW) being 
evaluated in EIS. 

2,967 acres Three photovoltaic power plants 
totaling 400 MW. 

23 DesertXpress  Along the I-15 
between Victorville 
and Las Vegas 

Transportation Final EIS published 
in 2011 by the 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 
(FRA). Surface 
Transportation 
Board approved the 
project in 2011. 
ROW grant approval 
by BLM is expected 
by 2012. 

For purposes of 
analysis, 
acreage in 
vicinity of project 
site is assumed 
to be based on 
40 mile-long by 
500-foot wide 
corridor, or 2,424 
acres. 

Installation of 180 miles of train 
tracks for a commercial high-
speed electric train that would 
operate between Victorville, 
California and Las Vegas, 
Nevada.  
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Table 4.1-2. Cumulative Projects Within the Geographic Scope of Cumulative Analysis for Each Resource Area 
Resource Area/BLM 

Program Area 
Geographic Area of 

Consideration Elements to Consider BLM Authorized and Other Known County Projects/Actions/Activities 
Air Resources  Six-mile radius around 

project site  
Particulate matter less than 
2.5 microns (PM 2.5), 
Particulate matter less than 
10 microns (PM 10), Ozone 
(Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) and 
colitile organic compounds) 
VOC as ozone precursors)  

• I-15 
• Union Pacific Railroad 
• Clark Mountain Grazing Allotment 
• Calnev Pipeline Expansion 
• Molycorp Phoenix Project 
• Mountain Pass Lateral project 
• JPOE 
• Ivanpah SEGS 
• Eldorado Ivanpah Transmission Project (EITP) 
• First Solar Silver State Phase 2 
• Desert Xpress 

Global Climate Change  International, global  Carbon Dioxide Equivalent 
(CO2e) 

• Global cumulative impacts 

Cultural Resources  Cultural sites, traditional 
use areas, and cultural 
landscapes within 
approximately a ten-mile 
radius of the project site  

Ground-disturbing activities 
and the cultural character of 
the site and its vicinity. 
Cultural resources, including 
archaeological and 
ethnographic resources  

• Clark Mountain Grazing Allotment 
• Calnev Pipeline Expansion 
• Mountain Pass Lateral project 
• JPOE 
• Ivanpah SEGS 
• EITP  
• Southern Nevada Supplemental Airport 
• First Solar Silver State Phase 2 
• Desert Xpress 

Environmental Justice  A half-mile radius around 
project site  

Significant environmental 
impacts in the vicinity of the 
site  

• Clark Mountain Grazing Allotment 
• JPOE 
• Ivanpah SEGS 
• EITP  
• Desert Xpress 

Lands and Realty  Lands in the Ivanpah 
Valley area 

Established communities, 
existing land uses, 
designated utility corridors 
(e.g., transmission lines, 
cellular telephone towers, 
poles), and existing ROWs  

• Calnev Pipeline Expansion 
• Molycorp Phoenix Project 
• Mountain Pass Lateral project 
• JPOE 
• Ivanpah SEGS 
• EITP  
• Southern Nevada Supplemental Airport 
• First Solar Silver State Phase 2 
• Desert Xpress 
• Clark Mountain Grazing Allotment 
• Non-motorized recreation on Ivanpah Dry Lake 
• Modified Ivanpah Desert Wildlife Management Area (DWMA) 
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Table 4.1-2. Cumulative Projects Within the Geographic Scope of Cumulative Analysis for Each Resource Area 
Resource Area/BLM 

Program Area 
Geographic Area of 

Consideration Elements to Consider BLM Authorized and Other Known County Projects/Actions/Activities 
Livestock Grazing Clark Mountain Grazing 

Allotment 
Reduction of acreage, 
vehicle strikes, release of 
hazardous materials, 
reduction in forage. 

• Calnev Pipeline Expansion 
• Molycorp Phoenix Project 
• Mountain Pass Lateral project 
• JPOE 
• Ivanpah SEGS 
• EITP 
• Southern Nevada Supplemental Airport 
• First Solar Silver State Phase 2 
• Desert Xpress 
• Clark Mountain Grazing Allotment 
• Non-motorized recreation on Ivanpah Dry Lake 
• Modified Ivanpah DWMA 

Mineral Resources  Ivanpah Valley area Loss of availability of mineral 
resources, including as a 
result of access restrictions.  

• Clark Mountain Grazing Allotment 
• Calnev Pipeline Expansion 
• Molycorp Phoenix Project 
• Mountain Pass Lateral project 
• JPOE 
• Ivanpah SEGS 
• EITP 
• Southern Nevada Supplemental Airport 
• First Solar Silver State Phase 2 
• Desert Xpress 

Noise  One-mile radius around 
project site, and projects 
using same haul routes  

Equipment, motor vehicles  • I-15 
• Union Pacific Railroad 
• Clark Mountain Grazing Allotment 
• Calnev Pipeline Expansion 
• Walter Higgins Generating  Station 
• Molycorp Phoenix Project 
• Mountain Pass Lateral project 
• JPOE 
• Ivanpah SEGS 
• EITP 
• Southern Nevada Supplemental Airport 
• First Solar Silver State Phase 2 
• Desert Xpress 
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Table 4.1-2. Cumulative Projects Within the Geographic Scope of Cumulative Analysis for Each Resource Area 
Resource Area/BLM 

Program Area 
Geographic Area of 

Consideration Elements to Consider BLM Authorized and Other Known County Projects/Actions/Activities 
Paleontological 
Resources  

Project site itself  Ground-disturbing activities; 
rock units with potential high 
sensitivity or known 
paleontological resources  

• Clark Mountain Grazing Allotment 
• Calnev Pipeline Expansion 
• Mountain Pass Lateral project 
• JPOE 
• Ivanpah SEGS 
• EITP 
• First Solar Silver State Phase 2 
• Desert Xpress 

Public Health and Safety  Entire San Bernardino 
County 

Waste disposal facilities  • I-15 
• Union Pacific Railroad 
• Clark Mountain Grazing Allotment 
• Calnev Pipeline Expansion 
• Walter Higgins Generating  Station 
• Molycorp Phoenix Project 
• Mountain Pass Lateral project 
• JPOE 
• Ivanpah SEGS 
• EITP 
• Southern Nevada Supplemental Airport 
• First Solar Silver State Phase 2 
• Desert Xpress 
• Any waste-generating project in San Bernardino County 

Recreation  Ivanpah Valley area Dispersed recreational 
opportunities and 
experiences 

• Clark Mountain Grazing Allotment 
• Calnev Pipeline Expansion 
• Walter Higgins Generating  Station 
• Molycorp Phoenix Project 
• Mountain Pass Lateral project 
• JPOE 
• Ivanpah SEGS 
• EITP 
• Southern Nevada Supplemental Airport 
• First Solar Silver State Phase 2 
• Desert Xpress 
• Non-motorized recreation on Ivanpah Dry Lake 
• Modified Ivanpah DWMA 
• Primm Resorts 
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Table 4.1-2. Cumulative Projects Within the Geographic Scope of Cumulative Analysis for Each Resource Area 
Resource Area/BLM 

Program Area 
Geographic Area of 

Consideration Elements to Consider BLM Authorized and Other Known County Projects/Actions/Activities 
Social and Economic 
Setting  

Entire San Bernardino 
County and Clark County 

Flow of goods and services; 
impacts to local infrastruc-
ture and services; ability to 
meet housing demand; 
employment/labor demand; 
possible positive impacts to 
regional economic sectors 
and/or adverse community 
impacts; severance or other 
tax benefits; ability of 
communities to absorb 
impacts.  

• Clark Mountain Grazing Allotment 
• Calnev Pipeline Expansion 
• Walter Higgins Generating  Station 
• Molycorp Phoenix Project 
• Mountain Pass Lateral project 
• JPOE 
• Ivanpah SEGS 
• EITP 
• Southern Nevada Supplemental Airport 
• First Solar Silver State Phase 2 
• Desert Xpress 
• Primm Resorts 

Soil Resources  Project site itself  Erosion  • Clark Mountain Grazing Allotment 
Special Designations  Ten-mile radius around 

project site  
Impact on management 
objectives for specially-
designated area  

• Clark Mountain Grazing Allotment 
• Calnev Pipeline Expansion 
• Molycorp Phoenix Project 
• Mountain Pass Lateral project 
• JPOE 
• Ivanpah SEGS 
• EITP 
• Southern Nevada Supplemental Airport 
• First Solar Silver State Phase 2 
• Desert Xpress 
• Modified Ivanpah DWMA 

Transportation and 
Public Access  

Immediate project vicinity  Construction traffic – 
materials and workers, off-
highway vehicles (OHVs), 
recreation opportunities, 
changes in viewscape, 
unauthorized routes  

• I-15 
• Union Pacific Railroad 
• Clark Mountain Grazing Allotment 
• Calnev Pipeline Expansion 
• Walter Higgins Generating  Station 
• Molycorp Phoenix Project 
• Mountain Pass Lateral project 
• JPOE 
• Ivanpah SEGS 
• EITP 
• Southern Nevada Supplemental Airport 
• First Solar Silver State Phase 2 
• Desert Xpress 
• Modified Ivanpah DWMA 
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Table 4.1-2. Cumulative Projects Within the Geographic Scope of Cumulative Analysis for Each Resource Area 
Resource Area/BLM 

Program Area 
Geographic Area of 

Consideration Elements to Consider BLM Authorized and Other Known County Projects/Actions/Activities 
Vegetation Resources  Ivanpah Valley for 

vegetation and weeds, 
range for special status 
plant species. 

Ephemeral drainages and 
natural communities; special 
status plants; stabilized and 
partially stabilized dunes 
and sand transport corridors; 
invasive plants  

• Clark Mountain Grazing Allotment 
• Calnev Pipeline Expansion 
• Walter Higgins Generating  Station 
• Molycorp Phoenix Project 
• Mountain Pass Lateral project 
• JPOE 
• Ivanpah SEGS 
• EITP 
• Southern Nevada Supplemental Airport 
• First Solar Silver State Phase 2 
• Desert Xpress 
• Modified Ivanpah DWMA 

Visual Resources  Project viewshed and 
viewshed along I-15 
corridor  

Project appearance; 
construction-related dust, 
light, glint and glare; views 
from key observation points  

• I-15 
• Clark Mountain Grazing Allotment 
• Calnev Pipeline Expansion 
• Walter Higgins Generating  Station 
• LADWP and SCE Transmission lines 
• Molycorp Phoenix Project 
• Mountain Pass Lateral project 
• JPOE 
• Ivanpah SEGS 
• EITP 
• Southern Nevada Supplemental Airport 
• First Solar Silver State Phase 2 
• Desert Xpress 
• Modified Ivanpah DWMA 

Water Resources  Ivanpah Valley 
Groundwater Basin and 
Ivanpah Dry Lake  

Hydrology and quality, Basin 
balance, levels and quality  

• Clark Mountain Grazing Allotment 
• Calnev Pipeline Expansion 
• Walter Higgins Generating  Station 
• Molycorp Phoenix Project 
• Mountain Pass Lateral project 
• JPOE 
• Ivanpah SEGS 
• EITP 
• Southern Nevada Supplemental Airport 
• First Solar Silver State Phase 2 
• Desert Xpress 
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Table 4.1-2. Cumulative Projects Within the Geographic Scope of Cumulative Analysis for Each Resource Area 
Resource Area/BLM 

Program Area 
Geographic Area of 

Consideration Elements to Consider BLM Authorized and Other Known County Projects/Actions/Activities 
Wild Horse and Burro Lands in the Ivanpah 

Valley area 
Established communities, 
existing land uses, 
designated utility corridors 
(e.g., transmission lines, 
cellular telephone towers, 
poles), and existing ROWs  

• Clark Mountain Grazing Allotment 
• Calnev Pipeline Expansion 
• Molycorp Phoenix Project 
• Mountain Pass Lateral project 
• JPOE 
• Ivanpah SEGS 
• EITP 
• Southern Nevada Supplemental Airport 
• First Solar Silver State Phase 2 
• Desert Xpress 
• Clark Mountain Grazing Allotment 
• Non-motorized recreation on Ivanpah Dry Lake 
• Modified Ivanpah DWMA 

Wildland Fire Ecology  One-mile radius around 
project site  

Mortality of plants and 
wildlife, loss of forage and 
cover; changes to the 
vegetation communities; 
spread of invasive plants; 
consequences of 
subsequent extreme 
weather events; air quality  

• Clark Mountain Grazing Allotment 
• Calnev Pipeline Expansion 
• Molycorp Phoenix Project 
• Mountain Pass Lateral project 
• JPOE 
• Ivanpah SEGS 
• EITP 
• Southern Nevada Supplemental Airport 
• First Solar Silver State Phase 2 
• Desert Xpress 

Wildlife Resources  Desert tortoise - California 
Desert Conservation Area 
and adjacent areas in 
Nevada.  
Golden eagle and wide-
ranging, special status 
species – Ivanpah Valley 
and range of special-
status species. 

Migratory birds, golden 
eagle, big horn sheep, 
desert tortoise.  
Also, mortality and injury; 
special status wildlife; 
wildlife movement and 
connectivity; indirect 
impacts, including from 
lighting, collisions, and 
climate change.  

• I-15 
• Union Pacific Railroad 
• Clark Mountain Grazing Allotment 
• Calnev Pipeline Expansion 
• Walter Higgins Generating  Station 
• Molycorp Phoenix Project 
• Mountain Pass Lateral project 
• JPOE 
• Ivanpah SEGS 
• EITP 
• Southern Nevada Supplemental Airport 
• First Solar Silver State Phase 2 
• Desert Xpress 
• Modified Ivanpah DWMA 
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4.2 Air Resources 
4.2.1 Methodology for Analysis  
Potential e ffects on ai r resources from the P roposed A ction and al ternatives m ay oc cur as  a 
result of emissions of criteria pol lutants from the construction, operation and decommissioning 
of t he P roposed A ction and al ternatives.  To a ssess t hose e ffects, quantitative em ission 
estimates for c riteria pol lutants w ere pr epared, based on t he A pplicant-provided c onstruction 
and operation assumptions, in order to evaluate the significance of emissions associated with 
the P roposed A ction and al ternatives.  Additionally, q ualitative anal yses w ere per formed t o 
determine t he s ignificance of  pot ential haz ardous ai r pol lutant em issions and odor s f rom t he 
Proposed Action and alternatives.  Emissions and impacts of decommissioning of the proposed 
solar f arm were anal yzed q ualitatively a s well. The e missions es timates w ere c ompared t o 
applicable ai r q uality r egulatory r equirements and am bient ai r q uality s tandards i n or der to 
establish i mpacts on a mbient ai r quality. A s n eeded, m itigation m easures w ere i dentified t o 
reduce identified emissions and resulting impacts. 

 

4.2.2 CEQA Significance Criteria 
The indicators listed below were used to determine the significance of potential impacts to air 
resources under CEQA.  They are based on the significance criteria for air quality l isted in the 
CEQA Environmental Checklist, Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines and the Mojave Desert Air 
Quality Management District (MDAQMD) CEQA and Feder al Conformity Guidelines.  A  project 
would have a significant impact on air quality if it would: 

• AR-1: Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan; 

• AR-2: Violate  any air quality standard or contribute to an existing or projected air quality 
violation; 

• AR-3: Result  i n a c umulatively c onsiderable n et i ncrease o f any  c riteria pol lutant f or 
which the project region is nonattainment under an applicable federal or State ambient 
air quality standard (including releasing emissions that exceed quantitative thresholds for 
ozone precursors); 

• AR-4: Expose t he publ ic ( especially s chools, d ay care c enters, hos pitals, r etirement 
homes, convalescence facilities and residences) to substantial pollutant concentrations; 

• AR-5: Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people. 

Specifically, implementation of the project would hav e a s ignificant impact on air quality if it 
would exceed any of the following adopted thresholds presented in the MDAQMD CEQA and 
Federal Conformity Guidelines, provided below in Table 4.2-1. 

As discussed in Section 3.2, PM10 is the only pollutant currently in Federal nonattainment in the 
project area.  Therefore, the PM10 Federal de minimis threshold is the only de minimis threshold 
that applies to the project area.  As shown in Table 4.2-2, the de minimis threshold for PM10 is 
100 tons per year.  This threshold applies to all direct and i ndirect emissions generated during 
construction and operation of the Proposed Action or its alternatives. 
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Table 4.2-1. MDAQMD Emission Significance Thresholds 

Air Pollutant 
Annual Threshold 
(tpy) 

Daily Threshold 
(lbs/day) 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) 100 548 
Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) 25 137 
Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) 25 137 
Sulfur Oxides (SOx) 25 137 
Particulate Matter, less than 10 microns(PM10) 15 82 
Particulate Matter, less than 2.5 microns (PM2.5) 15 82 
Source: MDAQMD 2011 
Notes:  
Emission thresholds are given as daily and annual values so that multi phased projects with phases shorter 
than one year can be compared to the daily value. 
tpy = tons per year; lbs/day = pounds per day 

 
Table 4.2-2. General Conformity de minimis Thresholds  

Air Pollutant 
Annual Threshold 
(tpy) 

PM10 100 
Source: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)  
http://www.epa.gov/air/genconform/deminimis.html 2011. 
Notes: 
tpy = tons per year 

 
4.2.3 Alternative 1:  Proposed Action 
4.2.3.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Construction 
Criteria Pollutant Emissions 
Construction o f t he P roposed A ction would r esult i n em issions of  t he following ai r pol lutants: 
VOCs, NOx, CO, PM10, PM2.5, SOx. 

Emissions from construction would result from fuel combustion and exhaust from construction 
equipment and v ehicle traffic, grading, and us e of pol luting bui lding materials (e.g., paints and 
lubricants).  Fugitive dust emissions would be generated from earth moving activities such as 
dozing, grading and material loading/handling, and vehicle trips on paved/unpaved roads.  Land 
disturbance du ring c onstruction w ould al so r esult i n g eneration o f fugitive dus t due t o w ind 
erosion.  E missions were estimated based on t he following assumptions, project schedule and 
equipment: 

• The annual c onstruction em issions w ere c alculated us ing a  24 -month s chedule.  The 
construction is expected to start in October 2014 and end in October 2016. 

• Typical c onstruction w ork s chedules a re ex pected t o be  from 7: 00 a. m. t o 5 :00 p .m., 
Monday t hrough Fr iday, w hich c omplies w ith t he S an B ernardino C ounty noi se 
ordinance restrictions for construction activity of 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m., except Sundays 
or Federal holidays. 

• During c onstruction, the on -site w orkforce i s ex pected t o av erage appr oximately 400  
employees, with a peak on-site workforce of approximately 600 employees. 

• Most construction equipment/vehicles would be brought to the proposed PV generating 
facility (solar farm) at the beginning of the construction process and would remain on site 
throughout the duration of the construction activities for which they ar e needed; they 
generally would not be driven on public roads while in use for the project. 
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• Project construction traffic would involve construction worker commuting vehicles, plus 
periodic t ruck del iveries o f materials and s upplies, t rash and ot her o ff-site t ruck 
shipments, and miscellaneous trips by project staff (e.g., supervisors). 

• At peak construction, a total of approximately 400 vehicles would make one trip per day 
to and from the site.  

• Truck traffic during construction is expected to average approximately 40 truck trips per 
day. 

Table 4. 2-3 s hows t he t ype and m aximum num ber o f c onstruction equi pment and v ehicles 
expected t o be i n use during the 2 to 4 y ear construction per iod, which were i ncluded i n t he 
construction emissions calculations. 

 
Table 4.2-3. Maximum Construction Equipment/Vehicles On Site by Phase 

Number o f 
Pieces Equipment 

Usage  
(hours per day) Duration (months) 

Site Preparation and Clearing/Grading 
1 Graders 8 8 
4 Off-Highway Tractors 8 8 
5 Rollers 8 8 
2 Rubber Tired Dozers 8 8 
3 Scrapers 8 8 
Underground Work (boring, trenching, installing conduit) 
9 Dumpers/Tenders 8 8 
1 Rollers 8 8 
20 Trenchers 8 8 
System  Installation/Testing 
2 Cranes 7 8 
16 Other Construction Equipment 8 8 
21 Other M aterial H andling 

Equipment 
8 8 

38 Rough Terrain Forklifts 8 8 
8 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 8 8 
Source: First Solar 2012c 

 
Tables 4.2-4 and 4.2-5 summarize the worst-case daily and annual construction air emissions.  
Table 4.2-4 compares the maximum daily construction emissions with the applicable MDAQMD 
thresholds of s ignificance, w hile T able 4. 2-5 compares the m aximum annual  c onstruction 
emissions with the MDAQMD thresholds of significance and the General Conformity de minimis 
thresholds (40 CFR Part 93.153), as shown in Table 4.2-2. 

 
Table 4.2-4. Peak Daily Construction Emissions 

Year 
Pollutant Emissions, pounds/day 

CO ROCs NOx SOx PM10 PM2.5 
2014 97.39 23.31 183.67 0.18 555.91 63.46 

2015 121.26 23.60 180.36 0.21 555.24 62.80 

2016 308.42 50.01 367.79 0.69 483.00 63.52 

Peak 308.42 50.01 367.79 0.69 555.91 63.52 
MDAQMD Thresholds 548 137 137 137 82 82 
Exceeds Threshold? NO NO YES NO YES NO 
Source: First Solar 2012c 
Note:  
ROC = reactive organic compound 
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Table 4.2-5. Annual Construction Emissions 

Year 
Pollutant Emissions, tons/year 

CO ROCs NOx SOx PM10 PM2.5 
2014 3.2 0.8 6.1 0.0 10.9 2.0 

2015 14.2 3.0 23.0 0.0 32.3 4.3 

2016 27.2 4.6 33.9 0.1 39.3 5.4 
Peak 27.2 4.6 33.9 0.1 39.3 5.4 
MDAQMD Thresholds 100 25 25 25 15 15 
Exceeds Threshold? NO NO YES NO YES NO 
De Minimis Levels N/A N/A N/A N/A 100 N/A 
Exceeds Level? N/A N/A N/A N/A NO N/A 
Source: First Solar 2012c 
Note:  
ROC = reactive organic compound 

 
As s hown in T able 4. 2-4, pea k dai ly c onstruction N Ox and P M10 emissions ar e es timated t o 
exceed the MDAQMD thresholds.  As shown in Table 4.2-5, annual NOx and PM10 emissions 
would exceed MDAQMD thresholds.   

Maximum annual NOx construction emissions would occur in 2016, and maximum annual PM10 
construction emissions would occur in 2014.  The general conformity de minimis threshold for 
PM10 emissions s hown i n T able 4. 2-5 i s appl icable t o the annual  e missions o f the P roposed 
Action, as the project site area is designated as nonattainment for the federal PM10 standard.  
Annual PM10 emissions would not exceed the Federal de minimis levels. 

Since t he c onstruction of t he P roposed A ction w ould r esult i n NOx and P M10 emissions t hat 
exceed MDAQMD dai ly and annual  thresholds, mitigation measures MM-Air-1, MM-Air-2, and 
MM-Air-3 are required to minimize air quality impacts to the extent feasible, as required by the 
MDAQMD. 

MDAQMD R ule 403. 2 r equires that s oil s tabilizers b e us ed on  ex posed s urfaces t o r educe 
fugitive dust emissions.  However, even with this mitigation measure the PM10 emissions during 
construction would exceed the MDAQMD regional significance threshold of 82 pounds/day. 

NOx emissions, as an ozone precursor, would have the potential to worsen the air quality in the 
region w here t he P roject i s pr oposed.  Implementation o f mitigation m easures MM-Air-2 and  
MM-Air-3 would reduce NOx emissions during construction.  These mitigation measures would 
ensure t hat the Proposed Action’s NOx emissions w ould be r educed t o t he maximum ex tent 
feasible. 

 

Hazardous Air Pollutant Emissions 
Emissions o f haz ardous air pol lutants ( air toxics) ar e l imited for c onstruction o f s olar P V 
generating facilities, an d from a heal th risk p erspective ar e pr imarily as sociated w ith t he 
emissions of di esel par ticulate matter ( DPM).  D PM would be emitted from c onstruction 
equipment and diesel fueled construction vehicles.  MM Air-2 would reduce DPM emissions by 
requiring the use of newer and cleaner off-road diesel engines. 
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Odors 
Construction equipment may create mildly obj ectionable odors.  The specific potential m inor 
odor sources during construction would include equipment and construction vehicle exhausts, 
and limited asphalt paving. 

 

Fugitive Dust 
MDAQMD Rule 403 r equires that fugitive dust be c ontrolled so that the presence of such dust 
does not remain visible in the atmosphere beyond t he property line of the emission source.  
Project c onstruction ac tivities would be r equired t o c omply w ith t he following appl icable R ule 
403 measures: 

• The c onstruction c ontractor w ill ens ure t hat the em issions o f fugitive dus t from any  
transport, handling, construction, or storage activity are controlled so that the presence 
of such dust does not remain visible in the atmosphere beyond the property l ine of  the 
emission s ource.  N ote: T his measure does  no t appl y t o e missions e manating from 
unpaved r oads open t o publ ic t ravel or  f arm r oads.  T his exclusion s hall not  appl y t o 
industrial or commercial facilities. 

• The construction c ontractor w ill t ake ev ery r easonable pr ecaution t o m inimize f ugitive 
dust e missions from w recking, ex cavation, grading, c learing o f l and a nd s olid w aste 
disposal operations. 

• The c onstruction c ontractor w ill not  c ause or  al low par ticulate m atter t o ex ceed 100 
micrograms per cubic meter (μg/m3) when determined as the difference between upwind 
and downwind samples collected on high volume samplers at the property line for a 
minimum of 5 hours. 

• The construction contractor will take every reasonable precaution to prevent visible 
particulate matter from being deposited upon pu blic roadways as a di rect result of their 
operations.  R easonable precautions will i nclude, but  not  be l imited to, the removal of  
any matter from equipment prior to movement on paved streets or the prompt 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Criteria Pollutant Emissions 
Operation of the proposed solar farm would result in substantially lower emissions than project 
construction, since the project would not have any major stationary emission sources.  The 
proposed facility is designed to have essentially no moving parts, no thermal cycle, and no 
water use for electricity generation.  

Operation emissions were based on the assumption that there would be up to 10 roundtrip 
employee vehicle trips and 10 roundtrip delivery vehicle trips each day during operation.  The 
on-site transformers would have nighttime loss that amount to 1.5 megawatt hours (MWh) per 
year and the on-site buildings would consume 0.9 MWh per year for a total annual consumption 
of 2.4 MWh. 

The South Coast Air Quality Management District’s (SCAQMD’s) CalEEMod model was used to 
calculate the annual  operating emissions l isted in Table 4.2-6.  A s shown in Table 4.2-6, the 
operational em issions w ould not  exceed ei ther t he MDAQMD’s s ignificance t hresholds or  t he 
Federal PM10 de minimis level.   
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Table 4.2-6. Annual Operation Emissions 

Year 
Pollutant Emissions, tons/year 

CO ROCs NOx SOx PM10 PM2.5 
Area 0.0 0.015 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Energy 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Mobile 0.20 0.020 0.11 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total 0.20 0.035 0.11 0.0 0.0 0.0 
MDAQMD Thresholds 100 25 25 25 15 15 
Exceeds Threshold? NO NO NO NO NO NO 
De Minimis Levels N/A N/A N/A N/A 100 N/A 
Exceeds Level? N/A N/A N/A N/A NO N/A 
Source: First Solar 2012c 
Note:  
ROC = reactive organic compound 

 

Mitigation measure MM-Air-3 would be r equired to r educe particulate emissions t o t he ex tent 
feasible i n ac cordance with M DAQMD r ules and r egulations. Implementation of mitigation 
measure MM-Air-3 would reduce NOx emissions to the extent feasible.  This mitigation measure 
would ensure that the Proposed Action’s DPM and NOx emissions are reasonably mitigated. 

Proposed facility oper ations would a lso r esult i n an i ndirect em ission r eduction by di splacing 
emissions as sociated w ith fossil-fuel fired pow er pl ant el ectricity generation that o therwise 
would occur.  However, t he exact nature and location o f such reductions are not known, and 
would not occur in the immediate vicinity of the project. 

 

Hazardous Air Pollutant Emissions 
DPM is a pr imary hazardous air pollutant.  Sources of DPM emissions during operation include 
operation/maintenance equipment, such as diesel fueled vehicles.  DPM emissions during 
operation w ould be v ery l imited, c onsidering t he frequency o f t he e quipment u se and total 
vehicle miles traveled; and would also be reduced through compliance with MM-Air-3. 

 

Odors 
Exhaust from off-road equipment and on-road vehicle use during project operation would not be 
expected to create objectionable odors. 

 

Decommissioning 
The decommissioning of the project would be similar to the c onstruction activities described 
earlier, and would include demolition and removal of above-ground and subsurface facilities and 
site contouring and r estoration.  H owever, the dur ation o f decommissioning would be s horter 
than the duration of construction. 

 
Criteria Pollutant Emissions 
Because decommissioning would occur after the Project is operational for at least 30 years, it is 
likely t hat equipment engine technology would be more advanced and fuel would be c leaner.  
Therefore, i t i s an ticipated t hat c riteria pol lutant em issions du ring dec ommissioning w ould be 



DESERT STATELINE SOLAR PROJECT 
4.2 AIR QUALITY  

 

NOVEMBER 2012 4.2-7 DRAFT EIS/EIR 
 

substantially less than the emissions estimated for project construction.  N onetheless, in order 
to provide a conservative estimate, emissions generated during decommissioning are assumed 
to be similar to the construction emissions shown in Tables 4.2-4 and 4.2-5.  As with 
construction of the project, decommissioning activities would generate PM10 and NOx emissions 
that ex ceed M DAQMD daily and annual  t hresholds.  D ecommissioning ac tivities would not  
generate PM10 emissions that exceed the Federal PM10 de minimis level.   

As with construction of the proposed solar project, the decommissioning activities would be 
required to comply with MDAQMD Rule 403 and Rule 403.2 to control fugitive dust.  

 

Hazardous Air Pollutant Emissions 
Similar t o c riteria p ollutant em issions, h azardous ai r pol lutant e missions dur ing 
decommissioning would be less than that during construction due to advanced equipment 
engine technology and cleaner fuel. 

 

Odors 
Exhaust from off-road equipment and on-road vehicles used during decommissioning would not 
be expected to create objectionable odors. 

 
Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
Modification o f the Ivanpah DWMA boundar y would not  generate em issions.  N o adverse ai r 
quality impacts would occur.   

 

4.2.3.2  CEQA Significance Determinations 
Significance conclusions for the impacts identified for each phase of the project (Construction, 
Operation, and D ecommissioning) a re pr esented bel ow bas ed on t he C EQA S ignificance 
Criteria presented in Section 4.2.2. 

 

AR-1 

Construction 
The proposed PV solar farm land use is generally consistent with the land uses identified in the 
San Bernardino County General Plan for the project site.  Therefore, implementation of the 
project would not require amendments to the General Plan or the zoning designations for the 
project site.  Therefore, because the Proposed Action is consistent with the County’s General 
Plan, it is also consistent with the MDAQMD Air Quality Attainment Plan (AQAP). 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
The proposed PV solar farm land use is generally consistent with the land uses identified in the 
San Bernardino County General Plan for the project site.  Therefore, implementation of the 
project would not require amendments to the General Plan or the zoning designations for the 
project site. Therefore, because the Proposed Action is consistent w ith t he County’s G eneral 
Plan, it is also consistent with the MDAQMD AQAP. 
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Decommissioning 
It is assumed that t he decommissioning ac tivities would be approved in a m anner that would 
conform t o t he requirements o f appl icable ai r q uality pl ans at  t he t ime o f p roject 
decommissioning.  Therefore, the project would have a less than significant impact.  

 

AR-2 
Construction 
As shown in tables 4.2-4 and 4.2-5, construction emissions of VOC, CO, PM2.5 and SOx would 
be below the applicable MDAQMD thresholds of significance.  However, even with mitigation, 
emissions of NOx and PM10 during construction would exceed the MDAQMD daily and annual 
thresholds, and t hese emission l evels c ould cause l ocalized e xceedances, o r c ontribute 
significantly t o ex isting exceedances, o f t he S tate or  federal ai r quality s tandards.  Therefore, 
the Proposed Action would have temporary significant and unavoidable NOx and PM10 impacts 
during construction.   

 

Operation and Maintenance 
As shown in Table 4.2-6, operation emissions for all criteria pollutants would remain well under 
the applicable thresholds of significance.  Such levels of emissions would not cause localized 
exceedances, or contribute significantly to existing exceedances, of the State or Federal air 
quality standards.  Therefore, the Proposed Action would have a less than significant impact on 
air quality standard attainment during operation. 

 

Decommissioning 
The magnitude of decommissioning emissions are expected to be s ignificantly less than those 
estimated for project construction since decommissioning would occur after at least 30 years of 
operation, and i t is expected that on-road and o ff-road equipment engine technology would be 
far more advanced and cleaner than is currently the case.  Additionally, the level of activity 
needed t o decommission t he project i s l ess than t he l evel of  ac tivity ne eded t o construct the 
project.  Nonetheless, based on t he c onservative as sumption t hat dec ommissioning ac tivities 
could be s imilar t o c onstructive ac tivities, dec ommissioning o f t he project c ould result i n NOx 
and P M10 emissions t hat ex ceed MDAQMD t hresholds.  T herefore, temporary i mpacts to ai r 
quality during decommissioning would be potentially significant and unavoidable.    

 

AR-3 

Construction 
As noted in Table 3.2-2 in Section 3.2 Air Quality, the project area is in nonattainment for the 
State and Federal P M10 standard.  Implementation of  mitigation m easures MM-Air-1 t hrough 
MM-Air-3 would reduce fugitive dust emissions and engine NOx emissions.  However, daily and 
annual construction NOx and PM10 emissions would exceed the MDAQMD thresholds, resulting 
in a c umulatively c onsiderable net  i ncrease o f N Ox and P M10 during pr oject c onstruction. 
Therefore, the Proposed Action would have temporary significant and unavoidable NOx and 
PM10 impacts dur ing c onstruction.  These s ignificant c umulative i mpacts w ould c ease upon 
completion of construction activities.    
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Operation and Maintenance 
Operation of the Proposed Action would r esult i n s ubstantially l ower em issions t han p roject 
construction and w ould be w ell below the MDAQMD thresholds of significance (see Table 4.2-
6).  Therefore, project’s operation emissions would not result in cumulatively considerable net 
increases of nonattainment pollutants and would have a less than significant impact to regional 
air quality. 

 

Decommissioning 
Due to the reduced activity, and expected reduced emission profile of vehicles when 
decommissioning would occur, is anticipated that decommissioning emissions of the Proposed 
Action would be l ess than construction emissions on a dai ly and annu al bas is.  N onetheless, 
PM10 and NOx emissions generated during decommissioning activities may exceed MDAQMD 
thresholds.  T herefore, t he pr oject’s dec ommissioning em issions w ould r esult i n c umulatively 
considerable net  i ncreases o f nona ttainment p ollutants ( PM10) and would hav e s ignificant 
impact to regional air quality during decommissioning activities; however, the significant impact 
would cease upon completion of decommissioning activities.  Implementation of mitigation 
measures M M-Air-1 through MM-Air-3 would r educe PM10 and N Ox generated dur ing 
decommissioning; however, impacts would remain significant and unavoidable.   

 

AR-4 

Construction 
The closest residence to the project site is located approximately 2 miles east of the site, at the 
northeast corner of the I-15/Yates Well Road interchange.  As shown above in Tables 4.2-4 and 
4.2-5, construction emissions of VOC, CO, PM2.5 and SOx would be below the applicable 
MDAQMD thresholds and would not affect nearby sensitive receptors.  Construction NOx and 
PM10 emissions ar e ex pected t o ex ceed t he applicable s ignificant thresholds ev en af ter 
mitigated.  Based on t hese ex ceedances, i t i s ant icipated t hat t he Proposed Action would 
generate high l evels of  l ocalized N Ox and P M10 emissions.  Therefore, construction NOx and 
PM10 emissions w ould c reate t emporary unav oidable s ignificant i mpacts t o t he nea rby 
residence.  These impacts on the residential receptors would vary depending on the location, 
level and type of activity, the silt content of the soil, and the prevailing weather.  In addition, the 
project’s c onstruction e missions, s pecifically t he c onstruction du st e missions, c ould al so 
adversely affect sensitive plant species and create temporary visual impacts.  However, impacts 
to sensitive receptors would cease upon completion of the construction activities. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
As shown in Table 4.2-6, the Project’s operation emissions are below MDAQMD thresholds for 
criteria pollutants, so the project would have a less than significant impact to sensitive receptors 
during operation. 

 

Decommissioning 
The closest residence to the project site is located approximately 2 miles east of the site, at the 
northeast corner of the I-15/Yates Well Road interchange.  Emissions generated during 
decommissioning activities may be similar to construction emissions.  Therefore, 
decommissioning NOx and PM10 emissions would create temporary unavoidable significant 
impacts to the nearby residence.  These impacts on the residential receptors would vary 
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depending on t he l ocation, level, and  t ype of  activity, t he s ilt c ontent of  t he s oil, and t he 
prevailing weather.  In addition, the project’s decommissioning emissions, specifically the dust 
emissions, c ould al so adv ersely af fect s ensitive pl ant s pecies and c reate t emporary v isual 
impacts.  However, impacts to sensitive receptors would cease upon completion of the 
decommissioning activities. 

 
AR-5 

Construction 
Use of construction equipment and l imited asphalt paving may create mild odors.  Construction 
odors would be temporary, are not overly offensive, are types of odors regularly experienced by 
the publ ic, and t he pr oposed pr oject i s not  i n an i nhabited ar ea, so these odor s would not  
negatively affect a s ubstantial number of people.  Therefore, the odor impacts from the project 
construction would be less than significant. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Use of  maintenance equipment may c reate m ild odor s.  However, o peration odor s w ould be 
minimal due to the low number of sources and lack of any significant odor producing source.  
Therefore, the odor impacts from the project operation would be less than significant. 

 

Decommissioning 
Use of  construction equipment du ring decommissioning may c reate m ild odors.  
Decommissioning odors would be temporary, are not overly offensive, are types of odors 
regularly e xperienced b y t he pub lic, and t he pr oposed pr oject i s not  i n an i nhabited ar ea, so 
these odor s would not  negatively af fect a s ubstantial num ber o f people.  Therefore, t he odor 
impacts from decommissioning of the project would be less than significant. 

 

4.2.4 Alternative 2: 2,385 Ac Alternative 
4.2.4.1  Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 2 would occupy two separate parcels nor th and south of t he ex isting t ransmission 
corridor.  The Solar Farm site, gen-tie corridor, and access corridor under Alternative 2 would 
require appr oximately 2, 385 ac  o f l and managed by  t he B LM, which i s 242 ac  ( or about  12  
percent) more than the Proposed Action. 

 

Construction 
The same amount of materials and the same equipment would be used during construction 
under A lternative 2 as  t he P roposed A ction.  H owever, g iven t hat t he pr oject s ite under  
Alternative 2 would be larger than the project site under the Proposed Action, on-site vehicular 
travel and site disturbance (i.e. clearing and grading) may be incrementally greater under 
Alternative 2.   

The daily construction activities under Alternative 2 would be t he same as under the Proposed 
Action.  Therefore, the maximum dai ly em issions generated by  t he op eration o f c onstruction 
equipment and  v ehicles on t he pr oject s ite and  from o ff-site v ehicles w ould be t he s ame as  
under the Proposed Action.  However, due to the larger size of the project site under Alternative 
2, maximum daily emissions would likely occur more times within a year.  Therefore, the annual 
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construction em issions under A lternative 2 w ould be i ncrementally g reater than t he annual  
emissions under  t he P roposed A ction, and w ould t herefore hav e m ore of an adv erse i mpact 
than the Proposed Action.  In addition, the air quality impacts from construction activities would 
likely occur for a longer period of time under Alternative 2. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Air emissions from operation and maintenance under Alternative 2 may be incrementally greater 
than the Proposed Action due to the additional vehicle travel that may be required for 
maintenance activities such as panel washing.  As such, the operational air quality impacts may 
be incrementally greater under Alternative 2.      

 

Decommissioning 
Alternative 2 would be l ocated on a p roject site that is about 12 percent larger than the project 
site o f t he P roposed A ction.  A s w ith c onstruction ac tivities under  A lternative 2,  
decommissioning activities would require more onsite vehicle travel due to the larger site, which 
would r esult i n i ncrementally m ore ai r em issions c ompared t o the P roposed A ction.  
Additionally, the du ration o f dec ommissioning ac tivities m ay be l onger than the 
decommissioning under the Proposed Action, which would result in a l onger period of adverse 
impacts as a result of air emissions from decommissioning activities.   

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The modification of the Ivanpah DWMA boundary would be t he same under Alternative 2 as  it 
would be under  t he P roposed A ction.  A s with the P roposed A ction, m odification o f t he 
boundary under Alternative 2 would not generate air emissions. 

 

4.2.4.2  CEQA Significance Determinations 
Overall, air emissions under Alternative 2 would have incrementally greater adverse effects than 
air em issions unde r the P roposed A ction.  A ll i mpact det erminations for t he P roposed A ction 
would apply to Alternative 2. 

 
4.2.5 Alternative 3: 2,151 Ac Alternative 
4.2.5.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 3 would oc cupy approximately 2, 151 ac in  a c ontiguous p roject footprint i n t he 
northeastern portion of the project study area.  The project site under Alternative 3 is 8 ac larger 
than the project site under the Proposed Action. 

 

Construction 
The same amount of materials and the same equipment would be us ed dur ing construction 
under Alternative 3 as the Proposed Action.  Because the acreage associated with Alternative 3 
would be approximately the same as that associated with the Proposed Action, emissions from 
on-site vehicular travel and site disturbance ( i.e. clearing and grading) are expected to be the 
same as those for the Proposed Action.   
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The daily construction activities under Alternative 3 would be t he same as under the Proposed 
Action.  Therefore, the maximum dai ly em issions generated by  t he op eration o f c onstruction 
equipment and  v ehicles on t he pr oject s ite and  from o ff-site v ehicles w ould be t he s ame as  
under the Proposed Action.  In addition, because the acreage is approximately the same, the 
maximum daily emissions are expected to occur at the same number and frequency of the 
Proposed Action.  Therefore, annual construction emissions under Alternative 3 are expected to 
be the same as those under the Proposed Action, and for the same duration. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Air emissions from operation and maintenance under Alternative 3 are expected to be similar to 
those associated with the Proposed Action. 

 

Decommissioning 
Alternative 3 would be l ocated on a pr oject site that is approximately the same acreage as the 
Proposed A ction.  Therefore, decommissioning ac tivities w ould have t he s ame l evel o f 
emissions as estimated for the Proposed Action, and for the same duration. 

 
Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The modification of the Ivanpah DWMA boundary would be t he same under Alternative 3 as  it 
would be under  t he P roposed A ction.  A s with t he P roposed A ction, m odification o f t he 
boundary under Alternative 3 would not generate air emissions.   

 

4.2.5.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Overall, air emissions under Alternative 3 would have the same adverse effects as air emissions 
under the Proposed Action.  All impact determinations for the Proposed Action would apply to 
Alternative 3. 

 

4.2.6 Alternative 4: Reduced Acreage Alternative 
4.2.6.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 4 is conceptually similar to the Proposed Action (Alternative 1), but would be placed 
within a different land area which comprises 1,766 ac.  The land area associated with 
Alternative 4 would be the same as the northern portion of the bifurcated footprint of Alternative 
2.  The project site under Alternative 4 would be 377 ac (or about 17 percent) smaller than the 
project site under the Proposed Action. 

 

Construction 
The same amount of materials and the same equipment would be used during construction 
under A lternative 4 as t he P roposed A ction.  H owever, g iven t hat t he project s ite under  
Alternative 4 would be smaller than the project site under the Proposed Action, on-site vehicular 
travel and s ite di sturbance ( i.e. c learing and g rading) m ay be i ncrementally l ower under  
Alternative 4.   

The daily construction activities under Alternative 4 would be t he same as under the Proposed 
Action.  Therefore, t he m aximum daily emissions generated by  t he op eration o f c onstruction 
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equipment and  v ehicles on t he pr oject s ite and  from o ff-site v ehicles w ould be t he s ame as  
under t he P roposed A ction.  H owever, due t o t he s maller s ize of  t he pr oject s ite unde r 
Alternative 4, maximum daily emissions would likely occur fewer times within a year.  Therefore, 
annual construction emissions under Alternative 4 would be incrementally lower than the annual 
emissions under t he Proposed Action.  In addi tion, the air quality impacts from construction 
activities would likely occur for a shorter period of time under Alternative 4. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Air emissions from operation and m aintenance under Alternative 4 may be incrementally lower 
than the Proposed Action due to the reduced vehicle travel required for maintenance activities.  
As such, the operational air quality impacts may be incrementally lower under Alternative 4. 

 

Decommissioning 
Alternative 4 would be located on a project site that is about 17 percent smaller than the project 
site of t he P roposed A ction.  A s w ith c onstruction ac tivities under  A lternative 4 , 
decommissioning activities would require less onsite vehicle travel due t o the smaller site than 
the Proposed Action, which would result in incrementally lower air emissions compared to the 
Proposed Action.  A dditionally, the duration of decommissioning activities may be s horter than 
the decommissioning under the Proposed Action, which would result in a shorter period of air 
emissions from decommissioning activities.   

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The modification of the Ivanpah DWMA boundary would be t he same under Alternative 4 as it 
would be under  t he P roposed A ction.  A s with t he P roposed A ction, m odification o f t he 
boundary under Alternative 4 would not generate air emissions. 

 

4.2.6.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Overall, air emissions under Alternative 4 would have incrementally lower adverse effects than 
air em issions unde r the P roposed A ction.  A ll i mpact det erminations for t he P roposed A ction 
would appl y t o A lternative 4.  Alternative 4 would not  r esult i n a s ubstantial l essening o f any  
significant environmental impacts. 

 
4.2.7 Alternative 5: No Action Alternative 
4.2.7.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under this alternative, the BLM would not approve the proposed facility and would not amend 
the California Desert Conservation Area (CDCA) Plan.  As a result, no s olar energy project 
would be c onstructed, and t he B LM would c ontinue t o m anage t he s ite c onsistent w ith t he 
existing land use designation in the CDCA Plan. 

Because there would be no amendment to the CDCA Plan and no solar project approved for the 
site under this alternative, no new structures or facilities would be constructed or operated on 
the site and no new ground disturbance would occur.  As a result, air emissions would not be 
generated. 
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The results of the No Action Alternative would be the following:  

• The impacts of the Proposed Action would not occur.  However, the land on which the 
project is proposed would become available to other uses that are consistent with BLM’s 
land use plan, including another renewable energy project.  

• The benefits of the Proposed Action in reducing fossil fuel use and greenhouse gas 
emissions f rom g as-fired generation would not occur.  Both State and Federal law 
support the increased use of renewable power generation.  

If the Proposed Action is not approved, renewable projects would likely be developed on ot her 
sites in  San B ernardino County, i n o ther ar eas o f C alifornia, o r i n ad jacent s tates w ithin t he 
Desert S outhwest as de velopers s trive to provide renewable power that complies with utility 
requirements and S tate/Federal mandates.  Several doz en solar a nd wind de velopment 
applications for use of BLM land have been submitted for approximately one million acres of the 
CDCA.  Additional BLM land in Nevada and A rizona also has  appl ications for solar and wind 
projects. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The bounda ries o f t he existing I vanpah DWMA w ould not  be m odified under t his al ternative.  
Land uses associated with the Ivanpah DWMA would continue as they are today.  Because this 
action would not have any associated air emissions, the No Action Alternative would not have 
any adverse impacts on air resources. 

 

4.2.7.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
The l ess t han s ignificant i mpacts and s ignificant i mpacts i dentified for the P roposed A ction 
would not  oc cur unde r Alternative 5.   N o adv erse or  s ignificant i mpacts r elated t o ai r quality 
would occur.   

 

4.2.8 Alternative 6: No Project, Exclude Solar Alternative 
4.2.8.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 6 w ould i nclude a finding by  B LM t hat the s ite i s no t s uitable for s olar ene rgy 
development, and no project would be approved.  As a result, no solar energy project would be 
constructed on the s ite, and the B LM w ould c ontinue t o m anage t he s ite c onsistent w ith t he 
existing land use designation in the CDCA Plan. 

Alternative 6 would leave the project site vacant and exclude the future development of the site 
as a s olar facility.  B ecause t his al ternative w ould not  i nvolve any  construction, del ivery, 
operations, maintenance, or decommissioning activities, air emissions would not be generated.    

This alternative would prevent the project study area from being developed in the future as a 
solar facility.  However, the project study area could be developed by a non-solar land use that 
is approved by BLM.  Future development could result in air quality impacts; however, air quality 
impacts of future development would be analyzed in subsequent NEPA and/or CEQA 
environmental review. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The boundaries of the existing Ivanpah DWMA would not be modified under Alternative 6.  Land 
uses as sociated w ith t he I vanpah D WMA w ould c ontinue a s t hey ar e today.  B ecause t his 
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action would not have any associated air emissions, this alternative would not have any adverse 
impacts on air resources. 

 

4.2.8.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
The l ess t han s ignificant i mpacts and s ignificant i mpacts i dentified for the P roposed A ction 
would not occur under Alternative 6.  No impacts related to air quality would occur.   

 

4.2.9 Alternative 7: No Project, Approve Solar Alternative 
4.2.9.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 7 w ould i nclude a finding by  B LM t hat the s ite i s no t s uitable for s olar ene rgy 
development, and none of the action alternatives would be approved.  The Stateline Solar Farm 
Project would not be constructed on the project site and the project site would remain vacant in 
the near -term.  U nder this al ternative, t he B LM w ould not  appr ove t he pr oposed facility, but  
would am end the C DCA P lan t o al low f or o ther s olar pr ojects on the site.  A s a result, i t i s 
possible that another solar energy project could be constructed on the site. 

If this were to occur, i t is likely that the construction and oper ations of the future development 
could result in air quality impacts; however, air quality impacts of the future development would 
be analyzed in subsequent NEPA and/or CEQA environmental review. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The boundaries of the existing Ivanpah DWMA would not be modified under Alternative 7.  Land 
uses as sociated w ith t he I vanpah D WMA w ould c ontinue a s t hey ar e today.  B ecause t his 
action would not have any associated air emissions, this alternative would not have any adverse 
impacts on air resources. 

   

4.2.9.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
The impacts identified for the Proposed Action would not occur under Alternative 7. No impacts 
related to air quality would occur. 

 

4.2.10 Cumulative Impacts 
4.2.10.1 Geographic Extent/Context 
The geographic scope for air quality cumulative impacts is a six-mile radius for regionally based 
impacts and a one-mile radius for sensitive receptor impacts.  These geographic scopes of 
analysis are appropriate for air quality due to the statewide, regional, and localized nature of air 
quality impacts that could occur cumulatively.  In addition, because air emissions released from 
a source are diluted very rapidly, only projects that are scheduled concurrently in the same area 
as the Proposed Action are considered as projects that could contribute to cumulative impacts. 

The identification of cumulative projects for air quality evaluation purposes is geographically 
limited (no more than 6 miles) because downwind dispersion reduces the cumulative impacts 
from pr oject e missions to m inimal l evels af ter this di stance. The e mission s ources for t his 
project a re al l gr ound-based w ith m inimal ex haust pl ume buoy ancy, s o t he i mpacts from the 
project emissions would be highest a t the pr oject fence l ine and w ould decrease r apidly w ith 
distance.  The California Energy Commission typically applies a six-mile radius for its air quality 
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cumulative analyses for fossil-fuel fired power plant operating emissions, so this standard is 
considered conservative for this much cleaner renewable energy project. 

For the emissions of any two or more projects to have the potential for significant cumulative 
downwind c oncentrations at  any  g iven fixed s ensitive r eceptor l ocation, they m ust bo th be i n 
close proximity to limit the downwind dispersion from one site to the other; also, typically, one of 
the projects must be able to cause an air quality standard exceedance on its own. Therefore, 
only projects within one mile of the Proposed Action are considered projects that could, together 
with the Proposed Action, cause s ignificant cumulative impacts to the fixed sensitive receptor 
locations. 

The c umulative l ocalized ai r q uality em ission i mpacts from m ultiple s ources ar e not  al ways 
directly addi tive. T his i s bec ause the relative locations of the s ources, the di stance be tween 
sources, and ac tual wind directions would reduce the time when emissions would cumulatively 
impact any single receptor location.  Generally, these localized impacts are most likely to have 
significant additive effects when the emissions from one or more of the cumulative sources are 
singularly causing adverse localized impacts. 

The r egional ai r q uality em issions i mpacts from c umulative pr ojects s hould al so c onsider t he 
other regional efforts to improve air quality. In this case the regional area will benefit f rom the 
continued reduction in mobile source emissions due to ongoing federal and state on-road and 
off-road en gine em ission r eduction and f uel i mprovement pr ograms and al ternative 
transportation initiatives, along with other efforts being undertaken by MDAQMD to meet state 
and federal air quality standards. 

 
4.2.10.2   Existing Cumulative Conditions 
Current area designations for criteria air pollutants represent the existing cumulative conditions 
for the project site area.  The project site area within the Mojave Desert Air Basin (MDAB) is 
designated as moderate nonattainment for the state ozone standard, nonattainment for both the 
state and the federal PM10 standards, attainment for federal ozone standard, and attainment or 
unclassified for the state and federal CO, nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), and PM2.5 
standards.  Table 3. 2-2 s ummarizes t he ar ea's at tainment s tatus for v arious appl icable s tate 
and federal standards. 

 

4.2.10.3 Reasonably Foreseeable Projects 
Tables 4.1-1 and 4.1-2 provide a list of  current and reasonably foreseeable projects, including 
other p roposed or  approved r enewable ener gy pr ojects, v arious B LM-authorized 
actions/activities, proposed or approved projects within the County’s jurisdiction, and other 
actions/activities t hat t he Lead A gency considers reasonably f oreseeable.  Most of  t hese 
projects have either undergone independent environmental review pursuant to NEPA and/ or 
CEQA or  w ill do s o pr ior t o appr oval.  The reasonably f oreseeable pr ojects that ar e l ocated 
within t he g eographic area of  e ffect for cumulative impacts ar e pr esented i n T able 4. 1-2 and 
listed below: 

 
• Calnev Pipeline Expansion • Eldorado Ivanpah Transmission Project 
• Molycorp Phoenix Project • Southern Nevada Supplemental Airport 
• Joint Port of Entry • First Solar Silver State Phase 2 
• Ivanpah Solar Electric Generating 

System  
• Desert Xpress 
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Calnev Pipeline Expansion.  The Draft Calnev Pipeline Expansion Project Draft Environmental 
Impact S tatement/ E nvironmental I mpact R eport ( March 20 12) pr ovides es timated c riteria 
pollutant emissions during construction and ope ration of the project.  The estimated emissions 
are shown below in Tables 4.2-7 through 4.2-10. 

 
Molycorp P hoenix P roject.  Emissions from t he c onstruction and ope ration o f the Molycorp 
Phoenix Project were not available at the time that this Draft EIS/EIR was prepared. 

 
Joint Point of Entry (JPOE).  An Environmental Assessment (EA) was prepared for the JPOE 
by the BLM.  According to the qualitative analysis of air quality impacts included in the EA, the 
JPOE would not result in any significant operation impacts to air quality.  The EA concluded that 
NOx emissions dur ing c onstruction ac tivities would e xceed S CAQMD t hresholds, t hereby, 
resulting in a temporary adverse impact.   
 
Ivanpah Solar Electric Generating System (Ivanpah SEGS).  The estimated criteria pollutant 
emissions generated d uring c onstruction and operation o f t he Ivanpah S EGS pr oject ar e 
provided i n t he Fi nal E nvironmental I mpact S tatement pr epared for the pr oject i n J uly 2010.   
The estimated emissions are shown below in Tables 4.2-7 through 4.2-10. 

 

Eldorado Ivanpah Transmission Project (EITP).  The es timated criteria pol lutant em issions 
generated du ring c onstruction and ope ration of EITP p roject a re p rovided i n t he Fi nal 
Environmental I mpact S tatement p repared for t he pr oject i n N ovember 2010.   The es timated 
emissions are shown below in Tables 4.2-7 through 4.2-10. 

 

Southern Nevada Supplemental Airport.  Emissions f rom the construction and oper ation o f 
the S outhern N evada S upplemental A irport project w ere not  av ailable at the t ime that t his 
EIS/EIR was prepared.  The preparation of the EIS for the Southern Nevada Supplemental 
Airport has been s uspended and i t i s currently unknown when the E IS w ill be a vailable ( FAA 
2012).   

 

First Solar Silver State Phase 2.  The estimated criteria pollutant emissions generated during 
construction and operation of the entire First Solar Silver State project (Phases I, II and III) are 
provided i n t he Fi nal E nvironmental I mpact S tatement pr epared for the project i n September 
2010. The estimated emissions are shown below in Tables 4.2-7 through 4.2-10. 

 

Desert Xpress.  The estimated criteria pollutant emissions generated during construction and 
operation o f t he Desert X press project ar e p rovided i n t he Fi nal E nvironmental I mpact 
Statement prepared for the project in March 2011.  The estimated emissions are shown below 
in Tables 4.2-7 through 4.2-10. 

 
4.2.10.4 Cumulative Impacts associated with Proposed Action 
Construction 
It i s ex pected t hat one  or  m ore o f t he c umulative pr ojects des cribed abov e m ay be under  
construction at the same time as the Proposed Action or alternatives.  In particular, expansion at 
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Molycorp and construction of the Ivanpah SEGS facility and EITP are expected to continue 
through 2013, and c onstruction o f t he C alnev P ipeline E xpansion P roject, M ountain P ass 
Lateral project, and JPOE are expected to occur in 2013.  

As a r esult of these concurrent construction projects, there would be multiple potential sources 
of emissions from onsite construction equipment, and increased truck and construction worker 
vehicle t raffic in the area.  Table 4.2-7 shows es timated maximum dai ly em issions generated 
during construction of the cumulative projects, including the Proposed Action, and Table 4.2-8 
shows estimated annual construction emissions. 

 
Table 4.2-7. Cumulative Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day) 

Project CO ROCs NOx SO2 PM10 PM2.5 
Calnev 2,190 541 4,486 5.3 2,388 442 
Molycorp Phoenix n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 
JPOE n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 
ISEGS 509 63 500 2 285 63 
EITP 113 23 201 1.2 218 53 
So. NV Supplemental Airport n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 
First Solar Silver State Phase 2* 202 27 208 3 684 38 
Desert Xpress* 2,477 153 438 n/a 542 192 
Proposed Action 308 51 368 1 556 64 

Total 5,799 858 6,201 12.5 4,673 852 
MDAQMD Thresholds  548 137 137 137 82 82 
Cumulative Emissions Exceed 
Threshold? YES YES YES NO YES YES 

Contribution of Proposed Action 
to Cumulative Total 5.3% 5.9% 5.9% 8.0% 11.9% 7.5% 
*Based on the annual construction emissions divided by 365 
 
 

Table 4.2-8. Cumulative Annual Construction Emissions (tons/year) 
Project CO ROCs NOx SOx PM10 PM2.5 
Calnev 136 34 278 0.32 159 28 
Molycorp Phoenix n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 
JPOE n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 
ISEGS 44 5 41 <1 25 6 
EITP 19 4.3 37 <1 36 8.5 
So. NV Supplemental Airport n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 
First Solar Silver State Phase 2* 37 4.9 38 <1 125 17 
Desert Xpress 452 28 80 n/a 99 35 
Proposed Action 27 5 34 0 40 5 

Total 715 81.2 508 0.32 484 99.5 
MDAQMD Thresholds 100 25 25 25 15 15 
Exceeds Threshold? YES YES YES NO YES YES 
De Minimis Levels N/A N/A N/A N/A 100 N/A 
Exceeds Level? N/A N/A N/A N/A YES NO 
Contribution of Proposed Action 
to Cumulative Total 3.8% 6.2% 6.7% 0% 8.3% 5.0% 
*Annual construction emissions not provided in EIS. Calculated by multiplying maximum daily emissions by 365 da ys.  T herefore, 
these annual emissions represent a conservative estimate as maximum daily emissions would not occur for an entire year. 
 

As shown in Table 4.2-7, emissions from the concurrent construction of projects would exceed 
daily thresholds for all criteria pollutants, except SOx.  The contribution of the Proposed Action 
to cumulative daily construction emissions would range from approximately 5 percent for CO to 
11.9 percent for PM10.  The Proposed Action would not be the largest source for any of the six 
pollutants. 

As shown in Table 4.2-8, emissions from the concurrent construction of projects would exceed 
annual thresholds for all criteria pollutants, except SOx.  Annual cumulative construction 
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emissions would also exceed the federal de minimis level for PM10.  H owever, the contribution 
of the Proposed Action to the cumulative annual emissions would be minimal. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
The pr oposed solar p roject w ould s tart full oper ation as  ear ly as  201 6.  O peration of  the 
Proposed Action or al ternatives would not  have any major stationary emission sources, and 
would onl y r equire minor m aintenance ac tivities and v ehicles t rips f or operation/maintenance.  
As previously discussed, operation emissions of the Proposed Action and alternatives would not 
result in adverse impacts to air quality.  It is expected that all of the cumulative projects 
described above would be operational at the same time as the Proposed Action or alternatives.  
Operation o f t he c umulative pr ojects, i n c ombination w ith t he P roposed A ction or al ternative, 
would cause a minor increase in traffic along local roadways, including I-15.  Traffic trips and 
stationary sources f rom cumulative projects would i ncrease c riteria pol lutant emissions i n the 
project a rea.  Tables 4. 2-9 and 4 .2-10 s how es timated daily and annual  oper ation emissions 
from cumulative pr ojects.  It should be not ed t hat t he pr oposed Desert X press r ailway would 
result in a net decrease in vehicle trips along the I-15 corridor, which would decrease vehicle 
emissions over current conditions.  However, in order to provide a conservative estimate of 
operation emissions from cumulative projects, the decrease in vehicle trips emissions that would 
result from operation of the Desert Xpress is not included.   

 
Table 4.2-9. Cumulative Daily Operation Emissions 

Project CO ROCs NOx SO2 PM10 PM2.5 
Calnev* 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Molycorp Phoenix n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 
JPOE n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 
ISEGS 228 33 161 10 154 57 
EITP1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 
So. NV Supplemental Airport n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 
First Solar Silver State Phase 2** 5 n/a 2 0 12 1 
Desert Xpress** 115 5.5 646 66 22 22 
Proposed Action** 1 <1 <1 0 0 0 

Total 350 39 810 76 188 80 
MDAQMD Thresholds  548 137 137 137 82 82 
Exceeds Threshold? NO NO YES NO YES NO 
Contribution of Proposed Action 
to Cumulative Total 0.3% <2.5% <0.01% 0% 0% 0% 
* Operational and maintenance emissions of air criteria pollutants are not expected to increase over current levels 
** These maximum daily operation emissions were calculated by dividing annual operation emissions by 365 and converting tons to 
pounds. 
ROC = reactive organic compound 
1 Final E IR/EIS for E ITP s tates that oper ation e missions would be negl igible and does  not  pr ovide es timates o f e missions f rom 
operation. 
 

Table 4.2-10. Cumulative Annual Operation Emissions 
Project CO ROCs NOx SO2 PM10 PM2.5 
Calnev* 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Molycorp Phoenix n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 
JPOE n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 
ISEGS 33 6 15 2 21 9 
EITP1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
So. NV Supplemental Airport n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 
First Solar Silver State Phase 2 1 n/a <1 <1 2 <1 
Desert Xpress2 21 1 118 12 4 4 
Proposed Action <1 <1 <1 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Total 55 7 134 14 27 13 
MDAQMD Thresholds 100 25 25 25 15 15 
Exceeds Threshold? NO NO YES NO YES NO 
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Table 4.2-10. Cumulative Annual Operation Emissions 
Project CO ROCs NOx SO2 PM10 PM2.5 
De Minimis Levels N/A N/A N/A N/A 100 N/A 
Exceeds Level? N/A N/A N/A N/A NO N/A 
Contribution of Proposed Action 
to Cumulative Total <1.8% <14.3% <0.7% 0% 0% 0% 
* Operational and maintenance emissions of air criteria pollutants are not expected to increase over current levels 
ROC = reactive organic compound 
1 Final E IR/EIS f or E ITP s tates t hat operation em issions would b e negl igible and does  not  pr ovide es timates of  emissions f rom 
operation. 
2 According to the FEIS, this project would result in a net  decrease in vehicle t rips along the I -15 corridor, which would decrease 
vehicle emissions over current conditions.  T he decrease in vehicle t rip em issions that would result f rom operation of  the Desert 
Xpress is not included in order to provide a conservative estimate of operation emissions from cumulative project.   
 
As shown in Table 4.2-9, emissions from the concurrent operation of cumulative projects would 
exceed daily thresholds for N Ox and P M10.  The contribution o f t he P roposed A ction t o 
cumulative daily operation emissions for NOx and PM10 would be minimal. 

As shown in Table 4.2-10, emissions from the concurrent operation of cumulative projects would 
exceed annual thresholds for NOx and PM10.  Annual cumulative oper ations em issions would 
not exceed the federal de minimis level for PM10.  The contribution of the Proposed Action to the 
cumulative annual emissions for NOx and PM10 would be minimal. 

 

Decommissioning  
The magnitude of decommissioning emissions are expected to be s ignificantly less than those 
estimated for project construction since decommissioning would occur after at least 30 years of 
operation, and i t is expected that on-road and o ff-road equipment engine technology would be 
far more advanced and cleaner than is currently the case.  Additionally, the level of activity 
needed t o dec ommission t he facility is l ess t han t he l evel of  ac tivity ne eded t o c onstruct the 
facility.  Nonetheless, e missions gener ated dur ing dec ommissioning ar e estimated to exceed 
MDAQMD daily thresholds for PM10 and NOx.  Emissions generated by decommissioning of the 
Proposed Action and al ternatives would occur within the context of the operations of the other 
reasonably f oreseeable pr ojects, i ncluding the Ivanpah S EGS, M olycorp P hoenix, and ot her 
projects that a re c urrently unf oreseen.  As di scussed abov e, i t i s ex pected t hat operation o f 
these projects would contribute to cumulatively significant air quality impacts.  The contribution 
of the Proposed A ction or al ternatives to t hese i mpacts would be  unavoidable, but  would be  
temporary. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
Modification of the boundary of the existing Ivanpah DWMA would not create air emissions, and 
would therefore not contribute to cumulative air quality impacts. 

 

4.2.10.5 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Significance c onclusions for t he c umulative i mpacts i dentified for eac h phase o f the p roject 
(Construction, Operation and Maintenance, and Decommissioning) are presented below, based 
on the CEQA Significance Criteria presented Section 4.2.2. 
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AR-1 

Construction 
As concluded above, t he Proposed Action and alternatives would not conflict with or  obs truct 
implementation o f t he appl icable a ir q uality pl an.  The c oncurrent c onstruction o f c umulative 
projects would generate air emissions; however such emissions would be temporary and would 
cease upon the completion of construction activities.  Therefore, cumulative impacts would be 
less than significant. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Neither oper ation o f the Proposed A ction nor t he cumulative pr ojects would c onflict w ith o r 
obstruct i mplementation o f t he appl icable ai r q uality pl an.  Therefore, the c umulative i mpacts 
would be less than significant. 

 

Decommissioning 
It is assumed that the decommissioning activities and any cumulative projects will be approved 
in a manner that would conform to the requirements of applicable air quality plans, if any exist, 
at the time of project decommissioning.  Therefore, less than significant impacts are expected. 

 

AR-2 
Construction 
The proposed Stateline facility would have significant and unavoidable NOx and PM10 impacts 
during construction, and the addition of emissions from the construction of other cumulative 
projects w ould on ly worsen t he ai r q uality i mpacts. The c oncurrent c onstruction o f pr ojects 
would exceed daily thresholds for all criteria pollutants, except SOx.  The cumulative NOx and 
PM10 impacts w ould be  s ignificant and  unav oidable, and the c ontribution o f the p roposed 
Stateline facility to these impacts would be cumulatively considerable. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
As shown in Table 4.2-6, operation emissions for all criteria pollutants would remain well under 
the applicable thresholds of significance.  Such levels of emissions would not cause localized 
exceedances, or  c ontribute s ignificantly t o ex isting ex ceedances, o f the S tate or  federal ai r 
quality standards.  Therefore, the Proposed Action would have a less than significant impact on 
air quality standard attainment during operation. 

 

Decommissioning 
As des cribed abov e i n S ection 4 .2.3.1, dec ommissioning o f the p roject w ould hav e l ower 
emissions than t hat o f the pr oject c onstruction; how ever, i t i s as sumed t hat N Ox and P M10 
emissions would e xceed MDAQMD t hresholds.  Emissions generated by  decommissioning o f 
the P roposed A ction and al ternatives would oc cur w ithin t he c ontext of  the oper ations o f t he 
other reasonably foreseeable projects, which were determined to have significant NOx and PM10 
emissions.  T herefore, N Ox and P M10 emissions generated du ring de commissioning o f the 
Proposed Action would have a cumulatively considerable air quality impact. 
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AR-3 

Construction 
Construction of the Proposed Action or alternatives would exceed the MDAQMD CEQA 
significance thresholds for PM10, and t he addi tion o f emission from cumulative projects would 
only increase those exceedances.  Therefore, the project’s construction emissions would result 
in cumulatively considerable net increases of nonattainment pollutants (PM10) and would have 
significant and unavoidable impact to regional air quality during construction activities; however, 
the significant impact would cease upon completion of construction activities. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
As noted above, the sum of operational emissions from the cumulative projects would exceed 
MDAQMD daily and annual  thresholds for NOx and PM10, thereby, resulting in a s ignificant and 
unavoidable c umulative impact.  H owever, bec ause t he oper ation em issions o f the P roposed 
Action and al ternatives w ould not  ex ceed significance thresholds, t he c ontribution o f the 
Proposed Action would not be cumulatively considerable. 

 

Decommissioning 
Decommissioning o f t he P roposed A ction o r al ternatives w ould ex ceed t he M DAQMD C EQA 
significance t hresholds f or PM10.  D ecommissioning o f the P roposed Action or  al ternatives 
would oc cur w hen ot her c umulative pr ojects ar e oper ational.  C umulative oper ational P M10 
emissions would exceed thresholds.  Therefore, the project’s decommissioning emissions would 
result in cumulatively considerable net increases of nonattainment pollutants (PM10) and would 
have s ignificant and un avoidable impact to regional ai r q uality dur ing c onstruction ac tivities; 
however, the significant impact would cease upon decommissioning of construction activities. 

 
AR-4 

Construction 
It is anticipated that the Proposed Action or alternatives would periodically generate a high level 
of l ocalized N Ox and P M10 emissions and t he overlapping c onstruction ac tivities of  t he t wo 
identified cumulative projects would only increase the potential for localized air quality impacts.  
Therefore, t here would be s ignificant and unav oidable cumulative construction impacts to t he 
local residents and other local public receptors. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Operation emissions of the Proposed Action or alternatives alone would not exceed significance 
thresholds; how ever, t he s um o f oper ational em issions from t he c umulative pr ojects w ould 
exceed MDAQMD daily and annual thresholds for NOx and PM10.  Therefore, it is assumed that 
there would be significant cumulative impacts to area receptors during operation of the 
Proposed Action, but the Proposed Action’s contribution to the cumulative impact would not be 
cumulatively considerable.  

 

Decommissioning 
Decommissioning o f t he P roposed A ction o r al ternatives w ould ex ceed t he M DAQMD C EQA 
significance thresholds for PM10 and NOx.  Operation of cumulative projects would also exceed 
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the s ignificance t hresholds f or P M10 and N Ox.  Therefore, i t i s as sumed t hat t here w ould be  
significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts to area receptors during decommissioning of the 
Proposed Action.  However, the significant impact would cease upon decommissioning of 
construction activities. 

 

AR-5 

Construction 
The P roposed A ction, i n c ombination w ith ot her c umulative pr ojects would ha ve less t han 
significant odo r i mpacts.  Therefore, the c umulative odor  i mpacts du ring c onstruction of  t he 
Proposed Action and alternatives would be less than significant. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
The Proposed A ction, along w ith c umulative pr ojects, would hav e l ess t han significant odo r 
impacts.  Therefore, the cumulative odor impacts during operation of the Proposed Action would 
be less than significant. 

 

Decommissioning 
The Proposed Action, as well as the other cumulative projects, would have less than significant 
odor impacts.  Therefore, the cumulative odor impacts during decommissioning of the Proposed 
Action would be less than significant. 

 
Alternatives 
Alternative 2: 2,385 Ac Alternative 
The air quality impacts associated with Alternative 2 would be approximately the same as those 
associated w ith t he P roposed A ction.  Therefore, the cumulative i mpacts as sociated w ith 
Alternative 2 would be the same as those described above for the Proposed Action. 

 

Alternative 3: 2,151 Ac Alternative 
The air quality impacts associated with Alternative 3 would be approximately the same as those 
associated w ith t he P roposed A ction.  Therefore, the c umulative i mpacts as sociated w ith 
Alternative 3 would be the same as those described above for the Proposed Action. 

 

Alternative 4: Reduced Acreage Alternative 
The air quality impacts associated with Alternative 4 would be reduced as compared to those 
associated w ith t he P roposed A ction, due t o t he s maller pr oject s ize and s horter dur ation of 
construction and dec ommissioning.  Therefore, t he c umulative i mpacts as sociated w ith 
Alternative 4 would be lower than those described above for the Proposed Action. 

 

Alternative 5: No Action Alternative 
Alternative 5, the No Action Alternative, would not contribute to air quality impacts.  Therefore, 
this alternative would not contribute to cumulative air quality impacts. 
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Alternative 6: No Project, Exclude Solar Alternative 
By den ying t he s olar ener gy appl ication and  ex cluding t he s ite f rom future s olar ener gy 
development, Alternative 6 would not contribute to cumulative air quality impacts. 

 

Alternative 7: No Project, Approve Solar Alternative 
By den ying t he s olar ener gy appl ication and  ex cluding t he s ite f rom future s olar ener gy 
development, Alternative 7 would not contribute to cumulative air quality.  The site could 
potentially be us ed for solar or other development in the future.  A ir quality impacts associated 
with future actions would be considered in a later project-specific environmental analysis. 

 

4.2.11 Mitigation Measures 
Air quality impacts would be reduced by implementation of the following mitigation measures.  
Even w ith m itigation, NOx and P M10 emissions during c onstruction and dec ommissioning are 
likely t o r emain s ignificant and unav oidable under C EQA, but  for a s hort dur ation.  T hese 
impacts would also be considered to be residual effects under NEPA. 

 

MM-Air-1: Air Quality Construction Management Plan.  The Applicant shall implement their 
Air Quality Construction Management Plan (First Solar 2012c) that describes the fugitive dust 
control measures that would be implemented and monitored at all locations of proposed facility 
construction.  This plan shall comply with the mitigation measures described in the Fugitive Dust 
Control Rules enforced by MDAQMD (Rule 403.2), as well as the existing SIP available for PM10 
and PM2.5, and t he BLM Fugitive Dust/PM10 Emissions Control Strategy for the Mojave Desert 
Planning Area.  The plan shall be submitted to MDAQMD no less than 60 days prior to the start 
of construction.  The plan shall be incorporated into all contracts and contract specifications for 
construction work.  The plan shall outline the steps to be taken to minimize fugitive dust 
generated by construction activities by: 

• Describing each active operation that may result in the generation of fugitive dust; 

• Identifying all sources of fugitive dust, e.g., earth moving, storage piles, vehicular traffic; 

• Describing t he control m easures to be appl ied t o each of  t he sources i dentified.  The 
descriptions shall be sufficiently detailed to demonstrate that the best available control 
measures required by the air quality districts for linear projects are used; and 

• Providing the following control measures, in addition to or as listed in the applicable rules 
but not limited to:  

- Frequent watering or stabilization of excavation, spoils, access roads, storage piles, 
and other sources of fugitive dust (parking areas, staging areas, other) if construction 
activity cause persistent visible emissions of fugitive dust beyond the work area; 

- Use of street sweeping and trackout devices at the construction site.  Sweep streets 
daily ( with w ater sweepers) i f v isible s oil m aterial i s c arried i nto adj acent publ ic 
streets or wash trucks and equipment before entering public streets; 

- Apply chemical soil stabilizers or apply water to form and maintain a crust on inactive 
construction areas (disturbed lands that are unused for four consecutive days); 

- Cover s tockpiles and s uspend construction work when winds exceed 30  m iles per  
hour; 

- Pre-watering of soils prior to clearing and trenching; 
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- Pre-moisten, prior to transport, import and export dirt, sand, or loose materials; 

- Installing temporary coverings on storage piles when not in use.  Cover loads in haul 
trucks or maintain at least six inches of free-board when traveling on public roads; 

- Dedicating water truck or high/capacity hose to any soil screening operations;  

- Minimizing drop height of material through screening equipment; 

- Reducing the amount of disturbed area where possible; and 

- Planting vegetative g round c over i n di sturbed ar eas as  s oon as  pos sible following 
construction activities. 

The Applicant or  its des ignated r epresentative shall obt ain pr ior appr oval f rom t he MDAQMD 
prior t o any  dev iations f rom fugitive dus t c ontrol m easures s pecified i n t he Air Q uality 
Construction Management Plan.  A justification statement used to explain the technical and 
safety reason(s) that preclude the use of required fugitive dust control measures shall be 
submitted to the appropriate agency for review. 

The p rovisions o f t he A ir Q uality C onstruction Management P lan s hall al so appl y t o pr oject 
decommissioning activities. 

 

MM-Air-2: Construction Emissions Reduction.  The Applicant shall implement the following 
measures to reduce emissions during construction: 

• All o ff-road di esel-powered c onstruction eq uipment w ith a r ating gr eater t han 50  
horsepower shall utilize engines compliant w ith U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) Tier 3 or higher non-road engine standards. In addition, all retrofitted construction 
equipment shall be outfitted with Best Available Control Technology devices certified by 
the California Air Resources Board (CARB).  An y emissions control device used by the 
contractor shall achieve emissions reductions that are no less than what could be 
achieved by a Level 2 or Level 3 diesel emissions control strategy for a similarly sized 
engine as defined by CARB regulations; 

• As feasible, reduce emissions of particulate matter and other pollutants by using 
alternative c lean fuel technology s uch as  el ectric, hy drogen fuel cells, and pr opane-
powered equipment or compressed natural gas-powered equipment with oxidation 
catalysts instead of gasoline- or diesel-powered engines; 

• Ensure that al l c onstruction e quipment i s p roperly t uned and maintained and s hut off 
when not in direct use; 

• Prohibit engine tampering to increase horsepower; 

• Locate engines, motors, and equipment as far as possible from residential areas and at  
least 300 feet from sensitive receptors, such as schools, daycare centers, and hospitals; 

• Provide c arpool s huttles and v ans t o t ransport c onstruction w orkers t o and from 
construction sites, thus eliminating some private vehicle trips; 

• Arrange for food catering trucks to visit the Proposed Action twice a day; 

• Reduce construction-related trips of workers and equipment, including trucks;  

• Require that on-road vehicles be less than 10 years old. 

The Applicant shall also consult with the MDAQMD to identify other potential control measures 
not i dentified abov e.  The A pplicant or  i ts d esignated r epresentative s hall s ubmit a plan 
specifying t hese m easures and r elated c onstruction c ontract s pecifications t o t he a gencies 
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involved in t he env ironmental review and permitting process for t he proposed facility, to the 
extent appl icable under  r ules and r egulations ( BLM, EPA, MDAQMD), pr ior t o c onstruction 
activities. 

The Applicant shall prepare and maintain documentation that demonstrates implementation of 
the pr oposed emission r eduction m easures and required mitigation measures.  The f ollowing 
documents and/or files shall be submitted to the agencies involved in the environmental review 
and permitting process for the proposed facility: 

• Inventory of  al l eq uipment used dur ing each construction ac tivity.  At a  m inimum, this 
inventory shall include an equipment description, equipment identification, identification 
of type of engine(s), and engine emission data; and 

• Documentation certifying that the actual emission rates for the engine(s) of each 
equipment used during construction comply with mitigation measures as required.  This 
documentation s hall i nclude E PA or  C ARB c ertification o f en gine e missions, s ource 
testing results for specific engines, or an equivalent means of certifying emission rates of 
air criteria pollutants from this equipment. 

 
MM-Air-3: Operations Emissions Reduction.  The Applicant shall implement the following 
measures to reduce emissions during operations and maintenance activities: 

• The Applicant shall control fugitive dust from the unpaved roads on the site during 
operation using the following methods; 

• The main access road for employees and deliveries to the maintenance complex shall be 
paved as early during construction as practical; 

• The other unpaved roads at the site shall be stabilized using water or soil stabilizers so 
that vehicle travel on these roads does not cause visible dust plumes; 

• Traffic s peeds on  unpaved r oads shall be limited to no more than 15 miles per hour. 
Traffic speed signs shall be displayed prominently at  all site entrances and at egress 
point(s) from the central maintenance complex; 

• All o n-site o ff-road equipment and on -road vehicles for oper ation/maintenance s hall be 
new eq uipment that meets t he r ecent C alifornia A ir R esources B oard e ngine e mission 
standards o r al ternatively f ueled c onstruction e quipment, s uch as  c ompressed nat ural 
gas, liquefied natural gas, or electric, as appropriate; 

• All equipment shall be turned off when not in use.  Engine idling of all equipment shall be 
minimized; and 

• All equipment engines shall be maintained in good operating condition and in proposed 
tune per manufacturers’ specification.  

 

Mitigation measures MM-Air-1 and MM-Air-2 w ould reduce P articulate M atter and N itrogen 
Oxides em issions, r espectively, dur ing c onstruction t o t he maximum extent feasible.  The 
Applicant has proposed soil stabilizers (ChlorTex Road Binder, Eccotex Soil Binder, or PlasTex 
Soil S tabilizer) for the Proposed Action, but  B LM m ay r equire ot her soil bi nders t hat a re 
equivalent.  Implementation of mitigation measure MM-Air-1 is expected to reduce fugitive dust 
emissions by 50 t o 85 percent, or  m ore, depending on the em issions source and the r elated 
emission control measure.  Specifically, proper use of soil binders can reduce fugitive dust from 
unpaved road travel, the single largest project source of construction fugitive dust emissions, by 
85 percent or more.  I mplementation of mitigation measure MM-Air-2 could reduce NOx, VOC, 
and particulate matter (PM) emissions from the off-road equipment by as much as 78 per cent, 
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91 per cent, and 73 per cent, respectively, when compared t o ol d unc ontrolled equipment t hat 
predates the EPA Non-road Diesel Engine Emission Standards for off-road equipment.  Specific 
emission r eductions based on c omparison w ith l ower T ier l evels vary by  and e quipment s ize 
range and the specific Tier to Tier level comparison, but range from 28 to 85 percent depending 
on pollutant (with the exception of PM where there is not additional control between Tier 2 and 
Tier 3) when compared to the MM-Air-2 required Tier 3 level. 

Mitigation measure MM-Air-3 would reduce Particulate Matter and N itrogen Oxides emissions 
during operation, and would also reduce NOx emissions in a reasonable manner for this ozone 
non-attainment a rea.  I mplementation o f m itigation m easure M M-Air-3 is ex pected t o r educe 
fugitive dus t em issions by  85 per cent, or  m ore, dependi ng on t he em issions s ource and t he 
related emission control measure.  Specifically, paving should reduce fugitive dust emissions by 
over 95 percent versus controlled unpaved roads, and the proper use of soil binders can reduce 
fugitive dus t from unpav ed r oad t ravel, t he single l argest pr oject s ource o f oper ation fugitive 
dust emissions, by 85 percent or more.  Mitigation measure MM-Air-3 also could reduce NOx, 
VOC, and PM emissions from the dedicated on-site off-road and on-road equipment by amounts 
similar to those described above for mitigation measure MM-Air-2. 

Mitigation measures MM-Air-1 and MM-Air-3 would have secondary impacts from the equipment 
and t ravel t rips necessary t o implement al l o f t he fugitive dus t control measures contained in 
these two conditions.  For example the use of water for dust control would cause truck exhaust 
emissions.  H owever, fugitive dust control using water or soil binders is required by MDAQMD 
rules and regulations, s o t he s pecific p rovisions r equiring the us e o f s oil bi nders r ather t han 
water, which would reduce the application frequency and ov erall water consumption by orders 
of m agnitude, would r educe t he impacts from w ater use and w ater trucking.  The equipment 
exhaust provisions of mitigation measures MM-Air-2 and MM-Air-3 would not cause any new, or 
affect any existing, environmental impacts. 

Although i mplementation o f M M-Air-1, MM -Air-2, and MM-Air-3 would r educe t he l evel o f 
significant i mpacts from c onstruction and dec ommissioning o f t he P roposed Action, NOx and 
PM10 emissions would still exceed MDAQMD significance thresholds.  Such exceedances would 
be significant impacts under CEQA, and would represent a residual impact under NEPA. 

  

4.2.12 Residual Impacts After Mitigation 
The Proposed Action or alternatives would have temporary and unav oidable adverse NOx and 
PM10 impacts during construction and decommissioning.  However, the project would not cause 
emission rates that could exceed the applicable General Conformity de minimis thresholds (40 
CFR 93. 153) dur ing c onstruction, dec ommissioning or  operation, s o a f ormal c onformity 
analysis and det ermination ar e no t required for t his p roject.  Unlike c onstruction and 
decommissioning, project operation would not have any adverse impacts since the 
operation/maintenance ac tivities required f or the Proposed Action are m inimal.  For al l ot her 
criteria pollutants, the impacts would not be substantial during construction, decommissioning or 
operation.  Mitigation measures MM-Air-1 through MM-Air-3 would mitigate NOx and particulate 
matter emissions during construction decommissioning to the maximum extent feasible.  
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4.3 Climate Change 
4.3.1 Methodology for Analysis 
This s ection addr esses the i mpacts o f greenhouse g as (GHG) em issions from t he pr oposed 
Stateline Solar Farm project, as well as the consistency of the Proposed Action with the 
applicable pl ans and pr ograms that hav e been i mplemented by  v arious Federal and State 
agencies with jurisdiction over the project area. Potential GHG emissions from construction and 
operation, i ncluding operation em issions r eductions f rom fossil-fuel fired el ectricity g eneration 
displacement, ar e estimated q uantitatively to evaluate the Proposed Action and alternatives. 
Climate change impacts ar e l ong-term, global, and cumulative i n nat ure. T herefore, the GHG 
emissions impacts described in this section also analyze the potential for long-term cumulative 
impacts. 

The C EQ i ssued dr aft g uidance t o federal ag encies on Febr uary 18,  2010, r egarding G HG 
emissions. The guidance states that in an agency's analysis of direct effects of GHG emissions, 
it w ould be appr opriate t o quantify c umulative em issions ov er t he l ife o f t he pr oject; di scuss 
measures to r educe e missions, i ncluding c onsideration o f r easonable al ternatives; and 
qualitatively discuss the link between such emissions and climate change. In this guidance, the 
CEQ r ecommends that i f a p roposed ac tion w ould be r easonably ant icipated t o c ause di rect 
emissions of 25,000 metric tons or more of carbon dioxide equivalents (CO2e) GHG emissions 
on an annual basis, agencies should consider this an indicator that a quantitative and qualitative 
assessment may be m eaningful t o dec ision makers and t he publ ic. The guidance also s tates 
that it is not currently useful for the NEPA analysis to attempt to link specific climatological 
changes to a particular project or emissions as direct linkage is difficult to isolate and to 
understand. 

 
4.3.2 CEQA Significance Criteria 
The i ndicators l isted bel ow were us ed t o det ermine w hether t he proposed f acility’s GHG 
emissions w ould be s ignificant unde r C EQA. These i ndicators ar e bas ed on the s ignificance 
criteria for ai r q uality l isted i n t he C EQA E nvironmental C hecklist, A ppendix G  of  t he C EQA 
Guidelines. Under CEQA, the proposed solar farm would have a significant impact on climate 
change if it would: 

• CC-1: Generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant 
impact on the environment. 

• CC-2: Conflict with an appl icable plan, policy or regulation of an agency adopted for the 
purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs. 

The CARB published interim significance thresholds for GHG in 2008.  The thresholds consist of 
the performance standards and a q uantitative threshold of  7,000 metric tons of carbon dioxide 
equivalent em issions per  year ( MT CO2e/year) f rom non -transportation related G HG sources, 
which include combustion-related components/equipment, process losses, purchased 
electricity, and water usage and wastewater discharge (CARB 2008). 

 

4.3.3 Alternative 1: Proposed Action 
4.3.3.1 GHG Emission Impacts 
The proposed S tateline Solar Far m facility would g enerate di rect GHG emissions during 
construction and oper ation.  D irect G HG em issions dur ing c onstruction w ould be g enerated 
from u se of  of f-road equipment ( such as  graders, c ranes, and ex cavators) and from on-road 
construction v ehicle t rips ( such as  heav y haul  t rips for c onstruction materials, as  w ell as  
construction employee commuting).  A s a s olar photovoltaic (PV) project, the Proposed Action 
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would have no pr imary di rect C O2 emissions from el ectricity pr oduction dur ing oper ation, bu t 
direct GHG emissions during operation would result from the use of off-road equipment and on-
road v ehicles us ed f or i nspection and m aintenance.  B reakers c ontaining sulfur hex afluoride 
(SF6) would be used, but they would be sealed, and would not be expected to release SF6. The 
Proposed A ction i s l ikely t o r esult i n a  l arge r eduction i n G HG e missions due t o t he 
displacement of electricity generated by fossil fuel-fired power plants, offset by a small increase 
in GHG emissions due to the loss of carbon uptake from the removal of vegetation. 

 

Construction 
The es timated di rect c onstruction G HG e missions for the P roposed Action, i ncluding the 
secondary direct emissions from offsite construction trips, are presented in Table 4.3-1. 

 
Table 4.3-1. Total Construction Period CO2 Emissions for Proposed Action 

 MTCO2e 
Total  7,484 
Total Construction Emissions Amortized over 30-year Project Life 249 MTCO2e/year 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
The e stimated di rect op eration GHG em issions related to t he P roposed A ction, i ncluding t he 
emissions from employee and delivery t raffic trips, other maintenance and operation activities, 
and the emergency generator, are presented in Table 4.3-2. Also presented in this table is the 
project life amortized construction and decommissioning GHG emissions and an estimate of the 
GHG emissions displaced from the project’s electrical production. 

 
Table 4.3-2. Annual Operation Emissions for Proposed Action 
Source MTCO2e/year 

Total Annual Operations Emissions 2,100 
Amortized Construction Emissions 249 
Amortized Decommissioning Emissions 249 
Total Annualized Emissions 2,598 
Reduced uptake from vegetation removal 2,994 
Displaced Annual GHG Emissions -294,728 
Net Project Annual GHG Emissions -286,538 

 

Assuming a generating capacity of  300 M W, an  annual  c apacity f actor o f 34 per cent, and a  
system-wide GHG emission f actor o f 727.2 pounds CO2e per  MWh for electricity provided by 
California utilities (EPA 2011), the energy produced by the project would displace approximately 
294,728 MTCO2e/year that would otherwise be emitted by fossil fuel-fired power plants. This is 
more than enough,  by  or ders o f magnitude, t o o ffset t he p roject’s construction and oper ation 
GHG emissions, so the Proposed Action would have negative net GHG emissions.  However, 
the exact nature and location of such reductions is not known, and they would drop over time as 
California utilities change their generation profile over time as necessary to comply with State 
regulations.  Regardless, this renewable energy project would provide a net reduction in GHG 
emissions for the electricity generating sector.  

The Proposed Action would require the clearing of land and removal of vegetation, which would 
reduce the ongoing natural carbon uptake by vegetation. A study of the Mojave Desert indicated 
that the desert may uptake carbon in amounts as high as 100 grams per square meter per year 
(Wohlfahrt and others 2008). This would equate to a maximum reduction in carbon uptake, 
calculated as  carbon dioxide (CO2), o f 1.48 MT tons o f CO2 per ac re per  year f or areas with 
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complete vegetation r emoval.  For this Proposed Action, which would require approximately 
2,023 acres of permanently disturbed areas of vegetation removal, the equivalent loss in carbon 
uptake w ould be 2 ,994 MTCO2e/year, w hich w ould c orrespond to 0. 00335 MTCO2e/MWh 
generated (7.4 pounds [ lbs]/MWh). Therefore, t he nat ural c arbon u ptake l oss w ould be  
negligible in comparison to the reduction of 727.2 lbs/MWh in fossil fuel CO2 emissions. 

 

Decommissioning 
Decommissioning of the Proposed Action would require removal of the PV arrays and electrical 
collection s ystem and t ransporting al l c omponents o ff s ite. A fter r emoval of  eq uipment an d 
facilities, the site would need t o be re-vegetated.  E quipment used for decommissioning would 
generally be  s imilar t o that us ed for c onstruction, but  t he ov erall ac tivity nec essary dur ing 
decommissioning would be m uch less than that of construction. Since decommissioning would 
occur after at least 30 years of operation, it is likely that equipment engine technology would be 
more adv anced and fuels w ould be c leaner. T herefore, i t i s an ticipated t hat GHG em issions 
generated from decommissioning would be equal to, or more likely less than, those from 
construction that are estimated above. 
 
Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
Modification of the boundary of the existing Ivanpah DWMA would not result in any net additions 
or reductions to GHG emissions. 

 

4.3.3.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Evaluation of CEQA significance for GHG/Climate Change, which is both a long-term and global 
impact, is based on the effects of the entire project from construction through decommissioning. 

 

CC-1 

The proposed facility would emit an annual ized average of 2,598 MTCO2e/year as presented in 
Table 4.3-2 above.  These direct GHG emissions are well below the interim draft CARB 
significance threshold of 7,000 MT CO2e/year for industrial projects, not including the emission 
reductions from the electrical sector that would be enabled by the project’s operation.  The 
project as  a w hole would enable G HG em ission r eductions w ithin t he el ectricity g eneration 
sector; therefore, the impacts of the proposed solar farm would not only be less than significant, 
but also beneficial. 

 

CC-2 
As a  solar power project, the pr oject would fulfill a portion of the renewable portfolio that i s 
mandated for California and reflected in the CARB Assembly Bill (AB32) Scoping Plan and the 
Governor’s Executive Order S-14-08, partially satisfying the goals of the California Renewable 
Energy P rograms. A dditionally, t he em ission r eductions enabl ed by  t his pr oject w ould hel p 
reach the A B32 e mission r eduction goals for t he e lectricity g eneration s ector. T herefore, the 
project would conform to appl icable plans, pol icies, and r egulations r elated t o G HG em ission 
reductions and would have less than significant impacts.  
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4.3.4 Alternative 2: 2,385 Ac Alternative 
4.3.4.1 GHG Emission Impacts 
Construction activities associated with Alternative 2 would be slightly greater than the Proposed 
Action due t o the slightly increased acreage.  The Solar Farm site, generation interconnection 
(gen-tie) corridor, and a ccess c orridor under  A lternative 2 would r equire appr oximately 2, 385 
acres of land, which is 242 acres (or about 12 percent) more than the Proposed Action.  
Alternative 2 w ould ut ilize t he s ame m aterials and e quipment as  the P roposed A ction. 
Therefore, the intensity of construction-related traffic per day would be basically the same as in 
the Proposed Action.  However, due to the larger project site under this alternative, the duration 
of construction-generated traffic may be incrementally longer.   

 

Construction 
Total construction GHG emissions for Alternative 2 would be slightly higher than Alternative 1 
due t o t he increased a creage. C onstruction el ements for the Operations and Maintenance 
(O&M) Building, substation, and transmission system would remain the same as those for the 
Proposed Action.  

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Because Alternative 2 would involve the same number of PV arrays and generating capacity as 
the P roposed A ction, i t w ould r esult i n t he s ame annual  G HG e missions as  t he P roposed 
Action. 

Because A lternative 2  would require a di fferent am ount o f clearing o f l and and r emoval o f 
vegetation, the alternative would result in a greater amount of displacement of natural carbon 
uptake by  v egetation. Alternative 2  would r equire appr oximately 2,362 ac o f pe rmanently 
disturbed areas of vegetation removal, so the equivalent loss in carbon uptake would be 3,499 
MTCO2e/year, which would correspond to 0.0039 MTCO2e/MWh generated (7.5 lbs/MWh). 
Therefore, the natural carbon uptake loss would be negligible in comparison to the reduction of 
727.2 lbs/MWh in fossil fuel CO2 emissions. 

 

Decommissioning 
Decommissioning of Alternative 2 would require the same types of activities and eq uipment as 
described for construction above. Because decommissioning would occur 30 years in the future, 
it is likely that equipment engine technology would be more advanced and fuel would be better, 
and therefore emissions are likely to be less than those estimated above. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The modification of the boundary of the Ivanpah DWMA would be the same under Alternative 2 
as A lternative 1.   A s di scussed for t he P roposed A ction, m odification of the bounda ry o f the 
existing Ivanpah DWMA would not result in any net additions or reductions to GHG emissions. 

 

4.3.4.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
While the GHG bene ficial e ffects w ould be s lightly r educed under  A lternative 2,  the C EQA 
significance determinations for Alternative 2 would be identical to those for the Proposed Action 
as described above. 
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4.3.5 Alternative 3: 2,151 Ac Alternative 
4.3.5.1 GHG Emission Impacts 
Construction ac tivities associated w ith A lternative 3 would be t he s ame as  t hose o f the 
Proposed Action due t o t he s imilar s ize.  The pr oject s ite under  A lternative 3 i s 2, 151 ac , or  
about 8 ac  larger than the project site under the Proposed Action.    Alternative 3 would utilize 
the s ame m aterials an d eq uipment as  t he P roposed A ction. Therefore, t he i ntensity of  
construction-related traffic per day would be bas ically the same as in the Proposed Action, and 
the duration of construction-generated traffic would be the same.   

 

Construction 
Total construction GHG emissions for Alternative 3 would be the same as those of Alternative 1 
due to t he similar s ize. C onstruction el ements for the O&M B uilding, s ubstation, and  
transmission system would remain the same as those for the Proposed Action.  

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Because Alternative 3 would involve the same number of PV arrays and generating capacity as 
the P roposed A ction, i t w ould r esult i n t he s ame annual  G HG e missions as  t he P roposed 
Action. 

Because A lternative 3  would require a di fferent am ount o f clearing o f l and and r emoval o f 
vegetation, the alternative would result in a r educed amount of displacement of natural carbon 
uptake by  v egetation. Alternative 3  would r equire appr oximately 2,142 ac o f pe rmanently 
disturbed areas of vegetation removal, so the equivalent loss in carbon uptake would be 3,169 
MTCO2e/year, which would correspond to 0.0035 MTCO2e/MWh generated (7.7 lbs/MWh). 
Therefore, the natural carbon uptake loss would be negligible in comparison to the reduction of 
727.2 lbs/MWh in fossil fuel CO2 emissions. 

 

Decommissioning 
Decommissioning of Alternative 3 would require the same types of activities and eq uipment as 
described for c onstruction abov e.  B ecause d ecommissioning w ould oc cur 30 y ears i n t he 
future, it is likely that equipment engine technology would be more advanced and fuel would be 
better, and therefore emissions are likely to be less than those estimated above. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The modification of the boundary of the Ivanpah DWMA would be the same under Alternative 3 
as A lternative 1.   A s di scussed for t he P roposed A ction, modification o f t he boundary of t he 
existing Ivanpah DWMA would not result in any net additions or reductions to GHG emissions. 

 

4.3.5.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
The GHG beneficial effects would be the same under Alternative 3 as the Proposed Action, and 
the C EQA s ignificance determinations for A lternative 3 would be  i dentical t o t hose for t he 
Proposed Action as described above. 
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4.3.6 Alternative 4: Reduced Acreage Alternative 
4.3.6.1 GHG Emission Impacts 
Construction ac tivities associated w ith A lternative 4 would be t he s ame as  t hose o f the 
Proposed Action, but would be of a smaller scale.  The project site under Alternative 4 is 1,766 
ac, or  about  377 ac  ( 17 per cent) s maller t han t he pr oject s ite under  the P roposed A ction.    
Alternative 4 would ut ilize t he s ame m aterials and e quipment as  the P roposed A ction. 
Therefore, the intensity of construction-related traffic per day would be basically the same as in 
the Proposed Action, b ut the duration of construction-generated t raffic would be s horter.  In 
addition, due to the reduced power output (232 MW as compared to 300 MW for the Proposed 
Action), t he bene ficial G HG em ission i mpacts would be r educed f rom t hose of  the P roposed 
Action. 

 

Construction 
The es timated di rect c onstruction G HG e missions for Alternative 4 , i ncluding t he secondary 
direct emissions from offsite construction trips, are presented in Table 4.3-3. 

 
Table 4.3-3. Total Construction Period CO2 Emissions for Alternative 4 

 MTCO2e 
Total (scaled from Proposed Action) 6,212 
Total Construction Emissions Amortized over 30-year Project Life 207 MTCO2e/year 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
The estimated direct operation GHG emissions related to Alternative 4, including the emissions 
from employee and delivery traffic trips, other maintenance and operation activities, and the 
emergency generator, are presented in Table 4.3-4. Also presented in this table is the project 
life am ortized construction G HG em issions and an es timate o f t he G HG em issions di splaced 
from the project’s electrical production. 

 
Table 4.3-4. Annual Operation Emissions for Alternative 4 

Source MTCO2e/year 
Total Annual Operations Emissions (scaled from 
Proposed Action) 

1,743 

Amortized Construction Emissions 207 
Amortized Decommissioning Emissions 207 
Total Annualized Emissions 2,157 
Reduced uptake from vegetation removal 2,553 
Displaced Annual GHG Emissions -214,169 
Net Project Annual GHG Emissions -207,302 

 

Because A lternative 4  would require a di fferent am ount o f clearing o f l and and r emoval o f 
vegetation, the alternative would result in a r educed amount of displacement of natural carbon 
uptake by  v egetation. Alternative 4  would r equire appr oximately 1,725 ac o f pe rmanently 
disturbed areas of vegetation removal, so the equivalent loss in carbon uptake would be 2,553 
MTCO2e/year, w hich would c orrespond t o 0 .0037 MTCO2e/MWh generated (8.2 lbs/MWh). 
Therefore, the natural carbon uptake loss would be negligible in comparison to the reduction of 
727.2 lbs/MWh in fossil fuel CO2 emissions. 
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Decommissioning 
Decommissioning of Alternative 4 would require the same types of activities and eq uipment as 
described for c onstruction abov e.  B ecause d ecommissioning w ould oc cur 30 y ears i n t he 
future, it is likely that equipment engine technology would be more advanced and fuel would be 
better, and therefore emissions are likely to be less than those estimated above. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The modification of the boundary of the Ivanpah DWMA would be the same under Alternative 4 
as A lternative 1.   A s di scussed for t he P roposed A ction, m odification of the bounda ry o f the 
existing Ivanpah DWMA would not result in any net additions or reductions to GHG emissions. 

 

4.3.6.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
The GHG beneficial effects would be decreased under Alternative 4, but the CEQA significance 
determinations for Alternative 4 would be identical to those for the Proposed Action as 
described above. 

 

4.3.7 Alternative 5: No Action Alternative 
4.3.7.1 GHG Emission Impacts 
Under this alternative, the proposed solar farm would not be approved and BLM would not 
amend the CDCA Plan.  As a result, no solar energy project would be constructed on the project 
site and BLM would continue to manage the site consistent with the existing land use 
designation in the CDCA Plan.  

The results of this alternative would be the following:  

• The GHG emissions associated with the Proposed Action would not occur. However, the 
land on which the project i s proposed would become available to other po tential uses 
that ar e c onsistent w ith B LM’s l and us e pl an, i ncluding anot her r enewable ener gy 
project.  These additional uses could generate greater or lesser GHG emissions than the 
Proposed Action. 

• The beneficial impacts of t he Proposed Action in displacing f ossil f uel-fired generation 
and r educing as sociated G HG e missions from g as-fired generation w ould not  oc cur. 
Both State and Federal law support the increased use of renewable power generation.  

If the Proposed Action is not approved, renewable projects would likely be developed on ot her 
sites in  San B ernardino County, i n o ther ar eas o f C alifornia, o r i n ad jacent s tates w ithin t he 
Desert S outhwest as de velopers s trive to provide r enewable power that complies with utility 
requirements and S tate mandates. Several dozen wind and s olar development applications for 
use of BLM land have been submitted for approximately one million acres of the CDCA. 
Additional BLM land in Nevada and Arizona also has applications for wind and solar projects. 
Some of these other renewable energy projects may be c onstructed, and t hose projects could 
have similar impacts as the Proposed Action, but in other locations. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The bounda ries o f t he existing I vanpah DWMA w ould not  be m odified under t his al ternative.   
Land uses associated with the Ivanpah DWMA would continue as they are today. Because this 
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action would not have any associated GHG emissions, the No Action Alternative would have no 
impact on climate change. 

 

4.3.7.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Under this A lternative, t he ac tivities at  t he s ite ar e not  ex pected t o c hange not iceably f rom 
existing conditions.  As such, this No Action Alternative would not result in direct GHG emission 
impacts generated by  t he P roposed A ction no r w ould i t r esult i n the GHG e mission bene fits 
associated w ith t he i mplementation o f t he P roposed A ction.  I n t he abs ence o f t he S tateline 
Solar Farm project, other renewable energy projects may be constructed to meet State 
mandates, and those p rojects c ould hav e s imilar i mpacts as  the P roposed A ction i n ot her 
locations. 

 

4.3.8 Alternative 6: No Project, Exclude Solar Alternative 
4.3.8.1 GHG Emission Impacts 
Alternative 6 w ould i nclude a finding by  B LM t hat the s ite i s no t s uitable for s olar ene rgy 
development, and no project would be approved.  As a result, no solar energy project would be 
constructed on the s ite, and the B LM w ould c ontinue t o m anage t he s ite c onsistent w ith t he 
existing land use designation in the CDCA Plan. 

Because t he C DCA P lan w ould be am ended t o m ake t he ar ea unav ailable f or future s olar 
energy development, i t is expected that the site would remain in its existing condition, with no 
new structures or facilities constructed or operated on the site. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The boundaries of the existing Ivanpah DWMA would not be modified Alternative 6.  Land uses 
associated w ith t he I vanpah DWMA would continue as  t hey ar e t oday. This ac tion would not  
have any effect on climate change. 

 

4.3.8.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Under Alternative 6, the activities at the site are not expected to change noticeably from existing 
conditions.  As such, this No Action Alternative would not result in direct GHG emission impacts 
generated by the Proposed Action, nor would it result in the GHG emission benefits associated 
with t he implementation of  the P roposed Action.  I n t he absence o f t he S tateline Solar Far m 
project, o ther renewable ener gy pr ojects may be c onstructed t o meet State m andates, and  
those projects could have similar impacts as the Proposed Action in other locations.  However, 
these projects would not be constructed on this site. 

 

4.3.9 Alternative 7: No Project, Approve Solar Alternative 
4.3.9.1 GHG Emission Impacts 
Alternative 7 w ould i nclude a finding by  B LM t hat the s ite i s no t s uitable for s olar ene rgy 
development, and none of the action alternatives would be approved.  The Stateline Solar Farm 
Project would not be constructed on the project site and the project site would remain vacant in 
the near -term.  Under this al ternative, t he B LM w ould not  appr ove t he pr oposed facility, but  
would am end t he C DCA P lan t o al low f or o ther s olar pr ojects on the site.  A s a result, i t i s 
possible that another solar energy project could be constructed on the site. 
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Because the CDCA Plan would be amended, it is possible that the site would be developed with 
the same or a different solar energy technology. As a result, GHG emissions and impacts would 
result from the construction and oper ation o f t he solar energy technology and w ould l ikely be 
similar t o t he G HG i mpacts from the P roposed A ction. D ifferent s olar t echnologies r equire 
different a mounts o f c onstruction and ope rations m aintenance; how ever, the bene fits o f t he 
Proposed Action in displacing fossil fuel fired generation and reducing associated GHG 
emissions could occur with a different solar energy technology at this site and therefore with this 
alternative. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The boundaries of the existing Ivanpah DWMA would not be modified Alternative 7.  Land uses 
associated w ith t he I vanpah DWMA would continue as  t hey ar e t oday. This ac tion would not  
have any effect on c limate change.  If a solar or other renewable energy facility is proposed on 
the s ite in t he future, t he impact on c limate change would be c onsidered in a pr oject-specific 
environmental analysis that would occur at that time. 

 

4.3.9.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Under Alternative 7, the activities at the site are not expected to change noticeably from existing 
conditions.  As such, this No Action Alternative would not result in direct GHG emission impacts 
generated by the Proposed Action, nor would it result in the GHG emission benefits associated 
with t he implementation of  the P roposed Action.  I n t he absence o f t he S tateline Solar Far m 
project, o ther renewable ener gy pr ojects may be c onstructed t o meet State m andates, an d 
those p rojects could have s imilar impacts as  t he P roposed Action a t this l ocation, or  i n ot her 
locations. 

 

4.3.10 Cumulative Impacts 
It i s g enerally ag reed w ithin t he s cientific c ommunity t hat i ncreases i n global G HG em ission 
concentration can cause changes to current global c limate conditions. Global e ffects o f GHG 
emissions and effects of climate change are a subject of study by many organizations, including 
the U .S. G lobal Climate Research P rogram ( GCRP) and I ntergovernment P anel on C limate 
Change (IPCC).  The GCRP has provided valuable insights regarding the state of knowledge of 
climate change.  The projected change in temperature from ‘present day’ (1993-2008) over the 
period encompassing the ROW (i.e., to the period of 2040 to 2059 in the GCRP report) in the 
vicinity of the site is an increase of between 1 to 3oF (GCRP 2009).  Based on the assessments 
of t he GCRP and t he National A cademy o f S ciences’ N ational R esearch C ouncil, the E PA 
determined that potential changes in climate caused by GHG emissions endanger public health 
and welfare (EPA 2009, 74 FR 66496).  The EPA indicated that, while ambient concentrations 
of GHGs do not cause direct adverse health effects (such as respiratory or toxic effects), public 
health risks and impacts can result indirectly from changes in climate. 

Global em issions of  GHGs w ere es timated by  t he I PCC Four th A ssessment R eport ( IPCC 
2007).  Worldwide GHG emissions increased between 1970 and 2004 by  70 percent, from 28.7 
gogatonne (Gt) CO2e to 49.0 Gt CO2e.  In the United States, GHG emissions in 2010 totaled 6.8 
million metric tons CO2e.  In contract, the contribution of the Proposed Action to this total would 
be 2,598 MT CO2e.  This amount is 0.04 percent of the total United States annual emission. 

Climate c hange i mpacts c ould i nclude c hanges t o t he l ocal c limate at  t he pr oject s ite. The 
specific nature of any localized climate change cannot be reasonably predicted but could 
include i ncreases or  de creases i n t emperature and r ainfall, t he i ncrease i n s evere weather 
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events, or  ot herwise c ause c hanges to t he l ocal c limatology t hat c ould be di sruptive t o t he 
existing flora and  fauna, c ould i ncrease s urface s oil l oss, and c ould i ncrease o r dec rease 
agricultural productivity.  I t is expected that warmer temperatures would affect the ecology and 
habitats in the area.  P lants and wildlife adapted to lower (warmer) elevations close to Ivanpah 
Dry Lake would potentially f ind higher elevations on t he alluvial fan near the base of the Clark 
Mountains to be s uitable habitat.  S imilar migrations of habitat may occur within the mountains 
themselves.  Some species that are currently located at the highest elevations, such as bighorn 
sheep, may eventually be el iminated from their former range altogether.  GHG emissions from 
the proposed actions of the solar facility and modified DWMA would not have a direct impact on 
these local ecological changes. 

This ent ire GHG i mpact as sessment i s a c umulative i mpact as sessment; t here ar e no di rect 
localized i mpacts from p roject-level G HG emissions. The p roposed S tateline f acility al one, o r 
any of the project alternatives, would not be sufficient to effect global climate change, but the 
Proposed A ction and al ternative w ould em it G HGs and,  therefore, hav e been anal yzed as  a  
source of potential cumulative impacts in the context of long term global impacts and existing 
GHG r egulatory r equirements and G HG ener gy po licies. H owever, t he br oad i ntegration o f 
renewable energy would allow for a s izable reduction in current GHG emission rates and could 
have l ong-term bene ficial i mpacts i n r elation t o c limate c hange.  S pecifically, t he pr oposed 
Stateline facility would enable GHG emission reductions, and so has been found to provide 
beneficial cumulative GHG impacts. 

 

4.3.11 Mitigation Measures 
The proposed solar farm would result in GHG emission reductions and would be benef icial for 
climate change, so no climate change/GHG emissions mitigation measures are recommended. 

 

4.3.12 Residual Impacts After Mitigation 
No c limate c hange o r G HG e missions m itigation i s r ecommended, as  t he pr oject’s i mpacts 
would be benef icial. The project would have no unavoidable adverse impacts related to climate 
change. 
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4.4 Archaeological and Built-Environment 
4.4.1 Archaeological and Built-Environment Methodology for Analysis 
This section describes effects on archaeological and built-environment resources that would be 
caused by implementation of  the proposed Stateline Solar Farm project and alternatives.  The 
following discussion addresses potential environmental impacts associated with implementation 
of t he P roposed A ction and r ecommends measures t o r educe or  a void adv erse i mpacts 
anticipated from c onstruction, oper ation, and decommissioning of t he Proposed Action and 
alternatives.  A discussion of cumulative impacts related to archaeological and built-environment 
resources is also included in this section.  

The archaeological and bui lt-environment resources analysis i s intended to f ulfill t he g oals o f 
NEPA, CEQA, and Section 106 of  the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended 
(16 U.S.C. 470(f); NHPA) through the execution of five basic analytic phases.  The initial phase 
is the determination of the appropriate geographic extent of the analysis for the Proposed Action 
and f or eac h al ternative ac tion under  c onsideration.  The s econd phase i s t o pr oduce an 
inventory of the archaeological and bui lt-environment resources in each such geographic area.  
The third phase is to determine whether particular resources in an inventory are historically 
significant.  A pr eliminary e valuation of eligibility for the National Re gister of Historic Places 
(NRHP) and the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) has been made for each 
previously and newly recorded site (Chandler and others 2012).  The fourth phase is to assess 
the c haracter and t he s everity of  t he i mpacts o f the pr oposed or  al ternative ac tions on t he 
historically significant resources that cannot be avoided in each respective inventory.  The final 
phase is t o propose measures that would resolve s ignificant impacts.  The details o f each of 
these phases follow below and provide the parameters of the present analysis. 

 
4.4.2 Archaeological and B uilt-Environment Analysis un der C EQA, N EPA, and 

the NHPA 
A key part of a archaeological and built environment resources analysis under CEQA, NEPA, or 
Section 106 is to determine which of the resources that a proposed or alternative action may 
affect, a re i mportant or  historically s ignificant ( each o f t hese t hree r egulatory pr ograms us es 
slightly d ifferent t erminology t o refer to h istorically s ignificant archaeological and bui lt-
environment resources; c larifications on t he use of t he t erms “historical r esource,” “important 
historic and cultural aspects of our national heritage,” and “historic property” may be found in the 
Chapter 7, Glossary).  Subsequent impact assessments are only made for those resources that 
are determined to be historically significant.  All sites identified in the area of potential effects 
(APE) were evaluated for CRHR and NRHP-eligibility 

 
Evaluation of Historical Significance under CEQA 
CEQA states that “a project that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of 
a historical resource is a pr oject that may have a significant effect on t he environment” (Public 
Resources Code §21084.1).  CEQA defines a historical resource as a resource that 1) is listed 
in or  has  been de termined el igible for l isting i n the C RHR by  t he S tate Historical R esources 
Commission; 2)  i s i ncluded i n a local r egister of hi storical r esources, as de fined i n P ublic 
Resources Code 5020.1(k); 3) has been identified as significant in a historical resources survey, 
as defined in Public Resources Code 5024.1(g); or 4) is determined to be historically significant 
by t he C EQA l ead agency [ CCR T itle 14 , S ection 15064. 5(a)].  The CRHR w as le gislated in  
1992 (Public Resources Code Sections 5020.1, 5020).  In making this determination, the CEQA 
lead agency usually applies the CRHR eligibility criteria, as follows: 
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Criterion 1: It i s as sociated w ith ev ents t hat hav e made a s ignificant c ontribution t o the  
broad patterns of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of California or 
the United States. 

 

Criterion 2: It is associated with the lives of persons important to local, California, or national 
history. 

 

Criterion 3: It em bodies t he di stinctive characteristics o f a t ype, per iod, r egion, or  method of  
construction, o r r epresents t he w ork o f a  m aster o r pos sesses hi gh ar tistic  
values. 

 

Criterion 4: It has  y ielded, or  has  t he pot ential t o y ield, i nformation i mportant t o t he  
prehistory or history of the local area, California, or the nation. 

 

It is not required that a historic property display all of these qualities.  Some resources are listed 
on the CRHR automatically (Public Resources Code Section 5024.1).  These include: 

• Properties that are listed on the NRHP; 

• Properties that hav e be en det ermined el igible for l isting i n t he N RHP whether by  t he 
Keeper of the National Register or through a consensus determination; and 

• California Historical Landmarks from Number 777 on. 

 

In addition to historical significance, a property must have integrity to be el igible for the CRHR.  
Integrity is the property’s ability to convey its demonstrated historical significance.  The seven 
components o f i ntegrity ar e location, design, setting, m aterials, w orkmanship, feeling, and  
association. 

A pr eliminary e valuation of  el igibility f or t he C RHR was m ade f or eac h pr eviously and ne wly 
recorded site.  The four standard eligibility criteria and seven elements of integrity were applied 
for making the preliminary evaluations for CRHR eligibility. 

 

CEQA Significance Criteria 
Under CEQA, the proposed project would have a significant impact on archaeological or built 
resources if it would:  

• CR-1: Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource; 

• CR-2: Cause a s ubstantial adv erse c hange i n the s ignificance o f an archaeological 
resource; or  

• CR-3: Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries.  

A substantial adverse change as defined by the Public Resources Code constitutes “demolition, 
destruction, relocation, or alteration such that the significance of an historical resource would be 
impaired” (Public Resources Code §5020.1q; California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 
4852). 
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Evaluation of Historical Significance under NEPA 
In ac cordance w ith P art 1502 .16 o f the C ouncil on E nvironmental Q uality’s r egulations for 
implementing NEPA, this section forms the scientific and anal ytic bas is f or the evaluating the 
significance o f i mpacts on archaeological or  bu ilt-environment resources by  t he al ternatives 
identified for the Proposed Action.  According to NEPA regulations, in considering whether an 
action may “significantly affect the quality of the human environment,” an agency must consider, 
among ot her t hings, t he uni que c haracteristics of t he geographic ar eas s uch as  pr oximity t o 
historic or cultural resources (40 CFR 1508.27(b)[3]), and the degree to which the action may 
adversely affect districts, sites highways, structures, or objects listed in to eligible for listing in 
the NRHP (40 CFR 1508.27(b)[8]).  

 
Evaluation of Historical Significance under Section 106 (Eligibility of Archaeological and 
Built-Environment Resources for Inclusion in the NRHP)  
Section 106 of  the N HPA requires federal a gencies to take into account the effects of their 
undertakings on hi storic pr operties, and a fford t he A dvisory Council on  H istoric P reservation 
(ACHP), the opportunity to comment on such undertakings.   

In order to be eligible for the NRHP, resources are generally, but not always, at least 50 years 
old, have integrity, and m eet at least one o f four criteria listed below. Integrity is the property’s 
ability t o c onvey i ts d emonstrated hi storical s ignificance t hrough l ocation, des ign, s etting, 
materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. The eligibility criteria set forth in 36 CFR, 60.4 
are:  
 

A. Association with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 
patterns of our history;  

B. Association with the lives of persons significant to our past;  

C. Resources that embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of 
construction, or that represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, 
or that represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack 
individual distinction; or  

D. Resources that have yielded or may be likely to yield information important in 
prehistory or history.  

 
Section 106 of the NHPA sets forth the procedures for identifying and evaluating eligible 
properties and as sessing the e ffects o f federal undertaking on those hi storic p roperties. The 
Section 106 pr ocess seeks to accommodate historic preservation concerns with the needs of  
undertakings through consultation am ong t he agency o fficial(s) and other pa rties w ith an  
interest in the effects of the undertaking on historic properties.  The goal of Section 106 
consultation is to identify historic properties potentially affected by the undertaking, assess the 
effects of the undertaking on the historic properties identified, and seek ways to avoid, minimize, 
or m itigate any  adverse e ffects. H owever, t he NHPA does  not  pr eclude an under taking from 
occurring if such effects ultimately cannot be avoided, minimized, or mitigated. 
 
Under t he N HPA, an adv erse ef fect i s found when an  under taking may al ter, di rectly or  
indirectly, any of the characteristics of a historic property that qualify the property for inclusion in 
the N RHP i n a m anner that w ould di minish t he i ntegrity of  the pr operty’s l ocation, des ign, 
setting, materials, w orkmanship, feeling, o r a ssociation.  Consideration w ould be g iven t o al l 
qualifying c haracteristics o f a hi storic pr operty, i ncluding t hose t hat may have been i dentified 
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subsequent to the original evaluation of the property’s eligibility for the NRHP.  Adverse effects 
may include reasonably foreseeable effects caused by the undertaking that may occur later in 
time, be farther r emoved i n di stance or  be c umulative. A dverse ef fects on hi storic pr operties 
include, but are not limited to:  

• Physical destruction of or damage to all or part of the property;  

• Alteration o f a pr operty, i ncluding r estoration, r ehabilitation, r epair, m aintenance, 
stabilization, hazardous material remediation, and provision of handicapped access, that 
is not  consistent with the Secretary’s s tandards f or t he treatment o f historic properties 
(36 CFR part 68) and applicable guidelines;  

• Removal of the property from its historic location; 

• Change of t he character of the property’s use or of physical features within the 
property’s setting that contribute to its historic significance;  

• Introduction of visual, atmospheric or audible elements that diminish the integrity of the 
property’s significant historic features;  

• Neglect of a property which causes its deterioration, except where such neglect and 
deterioration are recognized qualities of  a pr operty of  religious and c ultural significance 
to an Indian tribe or Native Hawaiian organization; and  

• Transfer, lease, or sale of property out of federal ownership or control without adequate 
and legally enforceable restrictions or conditions to ensure long-term preservation of the 
property’s historic significance (36 CFR §800.5(2)).  

The BLM complies with its obligations under the NHPA through a National Programmatic 
Agreement and a r elated 2007 S tate P rotocol A greement s pecific t o C alifornia. The pr otocol 
supplements the NHPA with state-specific requirements for managing resources on public lands 
in California and is used as the primary management guidance by BLM offices in the state for 
complying with the NHPA.  

 

The Project Area of Analysis and the Area of Potential Effects 
Useful in  a n archaeological and bui lt-environment resource anal ysis under  C EQA and N EPA 
and a required part of the Section 106 pr ocess (36 CFR Part 800) are the def ined geographic 
limits for an analysis.  The area that is typically considered when identifying and assessing 
impacts t o archaeological or  bui lt-environment resources unde r C EQA i s r eferred t o as  the 
“project area of analysis.”.”  The project area of analysis is defined here as the area within and 
surrounding a project site and as sociated linear facility corridors.  The area is sufficiently large 
and c omprehensive i n geographic a rea to facilitate and  enc ompass c onsiderations of 
archaeological, ethnographic, and built-environment resources.  The current APE corresponds 
to the project area of analysis: 

• The full ex tent o f al l p roject c omponents and  al ternatives t hat ar e c urrently under  
consideration, and the full extent of the ROW application area. 

• Individual historic b uilt-environment resources n ot l ocated w ithin t he ar eas des cribed 
above t hat c ould sustain i ndirect non -physical e ffects, i ncluding v isual, audi tory, and  
atmospheric effects, as a result of the undertaking, BLM’s issuance of a ROW grant for 
the Stateline Solar Farm Project. 

• For ethnographic resources, the project area of analysis or APE is expanded to take into 
account t raditional us e ar eas and t raditional c ultural pr operties, including v iews t hat 
contribute t o the s ignificance o f the pr operty.  These r esources a re o ften i dentified i n 
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consultation with Native Americans and o ther ethnic groups, and i ssues that are raised 
by these groups may define the area of analysis. 

 

Inventory of Archaeological and Built-Environment Resources in the APE 
Two resources in the APE, the Boulder Dam-Los Angeles Transmission Line (CA-SBR-7694H) 
and the Edison Company Hoover Dam San Bernardino Transmission Line (CA-SBR-10315H) 
are eligible for the NRHP and t he CRHR.  Based on i nvestigations conducted for the Stateline 
Solar Farm Project, additional sites within the Project Study Area were recommended eligible by 
Chandler and ot hers (2012), bu t due to r e-configuration of t he project f ootprint, t hese are no  
longer i n the A PE.  The r emaining s ites and  t he i solated finds have been r ecommended not 
eligible by C handler an d ot hers ( 2012) for the NRHP o r t he CRHR.   Table 4. 4-1 pr ovides a  
summary of the eligible resources in the APE. 

 

 

Assessing Action Impacts  
The core of an archaeological and built-environment resources analysis under CEQA, NEPA, or 
Section 106 is to assess the character of the impacts that a proposed or alternative action may 
have on these resources. The analysis takes into account three types of potential impacts which 
each of the three regulatory programs defines and handles in slightly different ways.  The three 
types of potential impacts include direct, indirect, and c umulative impacts.  Once the character 
of each potential effect of a proposed or alternative action has been assessed, CEQA requires 
further assessment of whether such impact is significant (see CEQA Significance Criteria, 
above). 

 

Direct and Indirect Impacts  
Direct and i ndirect impacts are those that are more clearly and immediately at tributable to the 
implementation of proposed or alternative actions.  Direct and indirect impacts are conceptually 
similar under CEQA and NEPA.  The uses of the concepts vary under Section 106 relative to 
their uses under CEQA and NEPA as discussed below. 

 

Table 4.4-1. Eligible Resources 

Primary 
Number 
(P36-) 

Trinomial 
(CA-
SBR-) 

Field 
Designation Site Type Eligibility 

Alternative 
 

Project 
Study 
Area 1 

Proposed 
Action 

2 3 4 

Built Environment Resources 

007694 7694H 

Boulder 
Dam-Los 
Angles 
Transmission 
Lines 1,2,3 

Trans-
mission line Eligible - - - - X 

010315 10315H 

Edison 
Company 
Hoover D am-
San 
Bernardino 
Transmission 
Line 

Trans-
mission line Eligible X X X X X 
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Direct and Indirect Impacts under CEQA  
Direct i mpacts t o archaeological and bui lt-environment resources ar e those as sociated w ith 
project construction, maintenance, and decommissioning 

 

Direct and Indirect Impacts under Section 106  
Section 106 , on the ot her hand does  no t s pecifically di fferentiate be tween di rect and i ndirect 
effects.  Rather Section 106 focuses on “effects,” which pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.16(i), is that 
the term “means alteration to the characteristics of a historic property qualifying it for inclusion in 
or eligibility for the NRHP.”  In practice, a “direct effect” under Section 106 is limited to the direct 
physical di sturbance o f a hi storic p roperty.  Effects that a re i mmediate but  not  phy sical i n 
character, such as visual intrusion, and reasonably foreseeable impacts that may occur at some 
point s ubsequent t o the i mplementation o f t he proposed under taking a re r eferred t o i n t he 
Section 106 process as “indirect effects.” This distinction however does not impact that way the 
effect ul timately has  t o be anal yzed under  N EPA.  Both di rect an d i ndirect e ffects c an b e 
adverse if they significantly alter the qualities that make a resource eligible for the NRHP.   Not 
all effects are adverse, as evidenced by finding of no adverse effect. 

 

Cumulative Impacts  
Cumulative impacts a re s lightly di fferent c oncepts unde r C EQA and N EPA, and ar e, unde r 
Section 106,  undi fferentiated as  an  as pect o f t he pot ential i mpacts o f an under taking, o f a 
proposed or alternative action. 

 

Cumulative Impacts under CEQA 
A cumulative impact under CEQA refers to a proposed project’s incremental impacts considered 
over t ime and taken t ogether w ith t hose o f o ther, nea rby, pas t, p resent, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects whose impacts may compound or increase the incremental effect of 
the pr oposed pr oject ( Pub. R esources C ode s ec. 21083;  C al. C ode Regs., t it. 14,  s ecs. 
15064(h), 15065(a)(3), 15130, and 15355).  Cumulative impacts to archaeological and built-
environment resources i n t he pr oject v icinity c ould oc cur i f any  ot her existing or  pr oposed 
projects, in conjunction with the proposed project, had or would have impacts on resources that, 
considered together, would be significant.  The previous ground disturbance from prior projects 
and the ground disturbance related to the future construction of a proposed project and other 
proposed projects in the vicinity could have a cumulatively considerable effect on archaeological 
deposits, both prehistoric and historic. The alteration of the natural or cultural setting which 
could be caused by the construction and operation of a proposed project and other proposed 
projects in the vicinity could be c umulatively considerable, but may or may not be a s ignificant 
impact to archaeological or built-environment resources. 

 

Cumulative Impacts under NEPA  
Cumulative ac tions ar e t hose t hat when viewed w ith t he pr oposed ac tions have c umulatively 
significant impacts and should therefore be discussed in the same impact statement (40 CFR 
1508.25(a)(2)).  According to the C EQ regulations as  “ Cumulative i mpacts c an r esult from 
individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time” (40 CFR 
1508.7).  As such, an individual action when considered alone may not have a significant effect, 
but w hen i ts e ffects a re c onsidered i n s um with t he e ffects o f ot her pas t, p resent, and  
reasonably foreseeable future actions, the effects may be significant. 
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Cumulative Effects under Section 106  
The Section 106 regulation makes explicit reference to cumulative effects only in the context of 
a di scussion of  t he c riteria of  adverse e ffect ( 36 CFR § 800. 5(a)(1)).  Cumulative effects are 
largely undifferentiated as an aspect of the potential effects of an undertaking.  Such effects are 
resolved in conjunction with direct and indirect effects. 

 

Assessing the Level of Severity of Action Impacts  
Once the character of the impacts that proposed or alternative actions may have on historically 
significant archaeological and built-environment resources has been determined, the severity of 
those i mpacts needs  t o be as sessed.  CEQA, NEPA, and S ection 106 eac h hav e di fferent 
definitions and tests that factor i nto dec isions a bout how  s ignificant the i mpacts o f pa rticular 
actions may be.  

While NE PA m ust a ssess e ffects t o NRHP -eligible historic pr operties (identified t hrough t he 
Section 106 p rocess), it must also consider effects to all cultural resources.  Assessing effects 
to resources to which Tribes attach cultural or religious significance is accomplished through the 
consultation process. 

 

Resolving Significant/Adverse Impacts  
The final phase of an archaeological and built environment resources compliance process is the 
resolution of those impacts that have been found to be significant or adverse.  The terminology 
used to describe the process of impacts resolution differs among the three regulatory programs.  
The resolution of significant impacts under CEQA involves the development and implementation 
of “ mitigation measures,” which w ould m inimize any s uch i mpacts (14 C CR § 15126.4).  
Mitigation under NEPA includes proposals that avoid or minimize any potential adverse effects 
of a pr oposed or  al ternative ac tion on  t he qual ity of  t he hum an env ironment ( 40 C FR §  
1502.14(f); 1502. 16(h)).  The de finition o f mitigation i n t he N EPA r egulation i ncludes t he 
development of measures that would avoid, minimize, or rectify significant effects, progressively 
reduce or eliminate such effects over time, or provide compensation for such effects (40 CFR § 
1508.20).  The Section 106 process requires consideration of measures to resolve (i.e., avoid, 
minimize, or mitigate) identified adverse effects on NRHP resources, which measures are 
reflected in through the development of either a Memorandum of Agreement or a Programmatic 
Agreement (36 CFR § 800. 6).  If a Memorandum of Agreement or a P rogrammatic Agreement 
cannot be successfully developed and i mplemented to resolve adverse effects via the 
procedures outlined in 36 CFR § 800.6, then the regulations also allow for the completion of the 
Section 106 process without resolving adverse effects (36 CFR § 800.7)  

 

Tribal Consultation 

The BLM consults with Indian Tribes on a government-to-government basis in accordance with 
several authorities including NEPA, the NHPA, the American Indian Religious Freedom Act, and 
Executive Order 13007. Under Section 106 of the NHPA, the BLM consults with Indian Tribes 
as par t o f i ts responsibilities t o i dentify, ev aluate, and resolve adv erse e ffects on hi storic 
properties affected by BLM undertakings. The tribal consultation process followed by BLM for 
this project is discussed in Section 5.2.3 of this EIS/EIR. 
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4.4.3 Alternative 1: Proposed Action 
4.4.3.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Construction 
Under Alternative 1, the Proposed Action, a total of 2,143 acres on the solar farm could 
potentially be subject to ground-disturbing activities.  Solar Farm Alternative 1 contains 19 sites. 
All 19 sites date to the historic period. Of these, one site (CA-SBR-10315) is listed on the NRHP 
and CRHR. No mitigation measures are needed for this site. The 18 remaining historic-period 
sites (CA-SBR-13938H/P36-021772, CA-SBR-13930H/P36-021764, CA-SBR-13934H/P36-
021768, C A-SBR-13939H/P36-021773, C A-SBR-13940H/P36-021774, C A-SBR-13941H/P36-
021775, C ASBR-13942H/P36-021776, C A-SBR-13943H/P36-021777, C A-SBR-13944H/P36-
021778, CA-SBR-13945H/P36-021779, CA-SBR-13946H/P36-0021780, CA-SBR-13947H/P36-
021781, C A-SBR-13949H/P36-021783, C A-SBR-13950H P 36-021784, C A-SBR-13951H/P36-
021785, CA-SBR-13952H/P36-021786, CA-SBR-15505H/P36-024326 and CA-SBR-
7689H/P36-007689) are recommended not eligible for the NRHP. No further action is required 
for these resources. 

Construction ac tivities as sociated w ith t he S tateline S olar Far m P roject have t he pot ential t o 
impact two eligible historic bui lt env ironment resources.  Such di sturbances c ould r esult i n 
adverse impacts including damage to or destruction to their setting.  

The Boulder Transmission Lines 1, 2, and 3 (CA-SBR-07694H) comprise a single resource from 
the historical period and was determined eligible for the NRHP in 2000 for its contributions to 
the industrial development of the Los Angeles Area.  This resource is located within the project 
study area, but not within the Proposed Action footprint.  No alterations are planned to the 
power line or towers, and there would be no d irect, physical effect to the line.  The construction 
of t he solar farm would r esult i n an ef fect t o t he setting o f t he transmission l ine, but  i t i s not  
considered t o be an adv erse ef fect.  Because t he l ine i s NRHP and CRHR-eligible f or it s 
association w ith t he Los  A ngeles ar ea, t he setting o f t he l ine i s not  on e o f t he qualities t hat 
make it NRHP and CRHR eligible. 

The gen-tie line would be built parallel to a s egment of the Edison Company Hoover Dam-San 
Bernardino Transmission Line (CA-SBR-10315H).  In addition, the dirt road along this segment 
of the line would be improved.  No alterations are planned to the power line or towers, and there 
would be no direct, physical effect to the line.  The construction of the solar farm would result in 
an effect to the setting of the transmission line, but it is not considered to be an adverse effect.  
Because the line is NRHP-eligible and CRHR-eligible for its association with Hoover Dam and 
the Los Angeles area only, the setting of the line is not one of the qualities that make it NRHP- 
and CRHR-eligible.  

 
Operation and Maintenance 
Operation and maintenance of the Stateline Solar Farm Project Alternative 1, the Proposed 
Action, would not  i nvolve any  ne w g round di sturbance, and therefore w ould not  have any  
adverse impacts on eligible archaeological or built-environment resources (historic 
properties/historical resources). 

 

Decommissioning 
The decommissioning of the project would be similar to the c onstruction activities described 
earlier, and would include demolition and removal of above-ground and subsurface facilities and 
site contouring and r estoration.  H owever, t he dur ation o f decommissioning would be s horter 
than the duration of construction.  These activities would not have any adverse impacts on built-
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environment resources, and no adverse impacts to archaeological resources providing there are 
no new ground-disturbing activities.  

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
Modification of the boundary of the Ivanpah DWMA as part of the Proposed Action would not be 
anticipated to have adverse impacts on cultural resources.  By placing limitations on future land 
uses that cause ground disturbance within the newly added 23,254 acre area, this action would 
provide a benef icial impact i n r educing t he po tential for t he di sturbance of  ex isting c ultural 
resources. 

 

4.4.3.2 Section 106 Effect Determinations 
Construction 
Construction of Alternative 1, the Proposed Action, would not cause an adverse effect to historic 
properties. Adverse ef fects to ar chaeological sites encountered dur ing c onstruction w ould be 
mitigated as developed through consultation with all consulting parties during the Section 106 
process. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Operation and maintenance of Alternative 1, the Proposed Action, would not cause an adverse 
effect to historic properties. 

 
Decommissioning 
Decommissioning of Alternative 1, the Proposed Action, would not cause an adverse effect to 
historic properties. 

 

4.4.3.3 CEQA Significance Determinations 
CR-1   
Construction 
Construction of Alternative 1, the Proposed Action, would not cause a substantial change in the 
significance of a historic resource.  

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Operation and maintenance of Alternative 1, the Proposed Action, would not cause a substantial 
change in the significance of a historic resource. 

 

Decommissioning 
Decommissioning Alternative 1, the Proposed Action, would not cause a substantial change in 
the significance of a historic resource. 
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CR-2 

Construction 
Construction o f Alternative 1,  t he P roposed A ction, w ould not cause a  substantial adv erse 
change in the significance of an archaeological resource.  Impacts to archaeological discoveries 
encountered during c onstruction w ould be  r educed t o l ess t han s ignificant t hrough 
implementation of MM-CULT-3. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 

Operation and maintenance of Alternative 1, the Proposed Action, would not involve new 
ground disturbance and therefore would not cause a substantial change in the significance of an 
archaeological resource. 

 

Decommissioning 

Decommissioning Alternative 1, the Proposed Action, as l ong as dec ommissioning does not 
involve new ground disturbance, would not cause a substantial change in the significance of an 
archaeological resource.  Should disturbance be necessary or should archaeological resources 
be discovered during the course of decommissioning, the mitigation measures outlined in MM-
CULT-3, would be implemented. 

 
CR-3 

Construction 

Construction o f A lternative 1,  t he P roposed A ction, w ould not  di sturb any  k nown hum an 
remains.  

 
Operation and Maintenance 

Operation and Maintenance of Alternative 1 would not disturb any known human remains.   

 
Decommissioning 
The Decommissioning of Alternative 1 would not disturb any known human remains.  

 
4.4.4 Alternative 2: 2,385 Ac Alternative 
4.4.4.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Construction 
Under Alternative 2, a t otal of 2,385 acres on the solar farm c ould potentially be subject to 
ground-disturbing ac tivities. Alternative 2 c ontains a t otal of  1 5 sites. A ll 1 5 sites dat e t o t he 
historic per iod (CA-SBR-13930H/P36-021764, CA-SBR-13945H/P36-021779, CA-SBR-
13946H/P36-0021780, CA-SBR-13947H/P36-021781, CA-SBR-13949H/P36-021783,  CA-SBR-
15483H/P36-024304,  CA-SBR-15484H/P36-024305,  CA-SBR-15485H/P36-024306,  CA-SBR-
15487H/P36-024308, CA-SBR-15498H/P36-024319, CA-SBR-15505H/P36-024326, CA-SBR-
7689H/P36-007689, CA-SBR-12574H/P36-013416, P36-14501 and C A-SBR-10315/P36-
010315).  Of these, CA-SBR-10315/P36-010315 is listed on the NRHP and CRHR, and impacts 
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to t his resource would be the same as  discussed f or t he Proposed Action. The remaining 14 
historic-period resources are recommended not eligible for the NRHP and CRHR and no further 
action is required.  
 

Operation and Maintenance 
Similar to the Proposed Action, operation and maintenance activities associated with Alternative 
2 would not require any additional ground disturbance.  Therefore, operations and maintenance 
associated with Alternative 2 would not have adverse impacts to eligible archaeological or built-
environment resources. 

 

Decommissioning 
Decommissioning of the project under Alternative 2 would be the same as the Proposed Action. 

 
Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
Modification o f the bou ndary of  the I vanpah D WMA as  pa rt o f A lternative 2 would not  be 
anticipated to have adverse impacts on cultural resources.  By placing limitations on future land 
uses that c ause ground disturbance within the newly added 23, 012 acres, this action would 
provide a benef icial impact i n r educing t he po tential for t he di sturbance of  ex isting c ultural 
resources. 

 
4.4.4.2 Section 106 Effect Determinations 
Construction 
Adverse effects to a rchaeological di scoveries enc ountered du ring c onstruction w ould be 
mitigated as developed through consultation with all consulting parties during the Section 106 
process. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Operation and maintenance of  A lternative 2 would not  c ause an adv erse ef fect t o a hi storic 
property. 

 

Decommissioning 
Decommissioning of Alternative 2 would not cause an adverse effect to a historic property. 

 

4.4.4.3 CEQA Significance Determinations 

 
CR-1 
Construction, operation and maintenance, and decommissioning of Alternative 2 have the same 
impact as Alternative 1.  Alternative 2 would not cause a substantial change in the significance 
of a historic resource. 
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CR-2 
Construction 
Impacts would be the similar to Alternative1, Impacts to archaeological discoveries encountered 
during construction would be r educed t o l ess t han s ignificant t hrough implementation o f MM-
CULT-3. 

 
Operation and Maintenance 
Operation and maintenance of Alternative 2 would not cause a substantial change in the 
significance of an eligible archaeological resource. 

 

Decommissioning 
The decommissioning of Alternative 2 would not cause a substantial change in the significance 
of an eligible archaeological resource. 

 

CR-3 
Construction, operation and maintenance, and decommissioning of Alternative 2 have the same 
impact as Alternative 1.  Alternative 2 would not disturb any known human remains. 

 
4.4.5 Alternative 3: 2,151 Ac Alternative 
4.4.5.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Construction 
Under Alternative 3, a total of 2,151 acres on the s olar farm could potentially be subject to 
ground-disturbing activities. Construction activities associated with Alternative 3 would have the 
same pot ential i mpacts as  t he P roposed A ction.  A t otal of  2 3 sites ar e l ocated within t his 
alternative. A ll 23 sites are historic-period resources (CA-SBR-13930H/P36-021764, CA-SBR-
13931H/P36-021765, C A-SBR-13938H/P36-021772, C A-SBR-13939H/P36-021773, CA-SBR-
13940H/P36-021774, C A-SBR-13941H/P36-021775, C A-SBR-13942H/P36-021776, C A-SBR-
13943H/P36-021777, C A-SBR-13944H/P36-021778, C A-SBR-13945H/P36-021779, C A-SBR-
13946H/P36-021780, C A-SBR-13947H/P36-021781, C A-SBR-13949H/P36-021783, C A-SBR-
13950H/P36-021784, C A-SBR-13951H/P36-021785, C A-SBR-13952H/P36-021786, C A-SBR-
15490H/P36-024311, C A-SBR-15498H/P36-024319, C A-SBR-15505H/P36-024326, C A-SBR-
15508H/P36-024329, C A-SBR-7689H P 36-007689, P 33-14501, and C A-SBR-10315H/P36-
010315). CA-SBR-10315H/P36-010315 is listed in t he NRHP and C RHR, and i mpacts to this 
resource would be t he same as discussed for the Proposed Action. The remaining 22 historic-
period sites are not recommended eligible and require no further action. 

 
Operation and Maintenance 
Operation and maintenance of Alternative 3 would not involve any new ground disturbance, and 
therefore w ould not  h ave any  adv erse i mpacts on  el igible hi storic pr operties/historical 
resources. 
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Decommissioning 
Decommissioning o f t he pr oject under  A lternative 3 would not  ha ve an y adverse i mpacts on  
cultural resources, providing there are no new ground-disturbing activities.  

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
Modification o f the bou ndary of  the I vanpah D WMA as  pa rt o f A lternative 3 would not  be 
anticipated to have adverse impacts on cultural resources.  By placing limitations on future land 
uses that cause ground disturbance within the newly added 23,246 acre area, this action would 
provide a benef icial impact i n r educing t he po tential for t he di sturbance of  ex isting c ultural 
resources. 

 

4.4.5.2 Section 106 Effect Determinations 
Construction 
Construction o f Alternative 3 would have ef fects s imilar t o the Proposed Acton, Alternative 1.  
Effects to archaeological discoveries enc ountered during construction would be mitigated as 
developed through consultation with all consulting parties during the Section 106 process. 

  

Operation and Maintenance 
Operation and maintenance of  A lternative 3 would not  c ause an adv erse ef fect t o a hi storic 
property. 

 
Decommissioning 
Decommissioning of Alternative 3 would not cause an adverse effect to a historic property. 

 

4.4.5.3 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Significance conclusions for the impacts identified for each phase of the project (Construction, 
Operation and M aintenance, D ecommissioning) would be t he s ame as  described abov e f or 
Alternative 2, based on the Significance Criteria presented in Section 4.4.2.  Potential impacts of 
Alternative 3 would be less than significant. 

 

4.4.6 Alternative 4: Reduced Acreage Alternative 
4.4.6.1  Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under Alternative 4,  a total o f 1,766 ac res on the s olar farm c ould potentially be subject to 
ground-disturbing a ctivities. Alternative 4 contains a t otal of  1 0 sites. A ll 1 0 sites dat e t o t he 
historic per iod (CA-SBR-13930H/P36-021764, CA-SBR-13945H/P36-021779, CA-SBR-
13946H/P36-0021780, CA-SBR-13947H/P36-021781, CA-SBR-13949H/P36-021783,  CA-SBR-
15498H/P36-024319, CA-SBR-15505H/P36-024326, CA-SBR-7689H/P36-007689,  P36-14501 
and CA-SBR-10315/P36-010315).  Of these, CA-SBR-10315/P36-010315 is listed on the NRHP 
and CRHR , a nd i mpacts t o t his r esource would be t he s ame as  di scussed for t he P roposed 
Action. The remaining 9 historic-period resources are recommended not eligible for the NRHP 
and CRHR and no further action is required. 
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Operation and Maintenance 
Similar to the Proposed Action, operation and maintenance activities associated with Alternative 
4 would not require any additional ground disturbance.  Therefore, operations and maintenance 
associated with Alternative 4 would not have adverse impacts to eligible archaeological or built-
environment resources. 

 

Decommissioning 
Decommissioning of the project under Alternative 4 would be the same as the Proposed Action. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
Modification o f the bou ndary of  the I vanpah D WMA as  pa rt o f A lternative 4 would not  be 
anticipated to have adverse impacts on cultural resources.  By placing limitations on future land 
uses that cause ground disturbance within the newly added 23,631 acre area, this action would 
provide a benef icial impact i n r educing t he po tential for t he di sturbance of  ex isting c ultural 
resources. 

 

4.4.6.2 Section 106 Effect Determinations 
Construction 
Adverse effects to a rchaeological di scoveries enc ountered du ring c onstruction w ould be  
mitigated as developed through consultation with all consulting parties during the Section 106 
process. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Operation and maintenance of  A lternative 4 would not  c ause an adv erse ef fect t o a hi storic 
property. 

 

Decommissioning 
Decommissioning of Alternative 4 would not cause an adverse effect to a historic property. 

 

4.4.6.3 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Significance conclusions for the impacts identified for each phase of the project (Construction, 
Operation and M aintenance, D ecommissioning) would be t he s ame as  described abov e f or 
Alternative 2, based on the Significance Criteria presented in Section 4.4.2.  Potential impacts of 
Alternative 4 would be less t han s ignificant. In addi tion, A lternative 4 would not  r esult i n a 
substantial lessening of any significant environmental impacts as compared to the other 
alternatives. 

 

4.4.7 Alternative 5: No Action Alternative 
4.4.7.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under Alternative 5, the Proposed Action would not be approved and BLM would not amend the 
CDCA Plan.  A s a r esult, no s olar energy project would be constructed on the project site and 
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BLM would continue to manage the site consistent with the existing land use designation in the 
CDCA Plan.  Therefore, the impacts of the Proposed Action would not occur.  However, the land 
on which the project is proposed would become available to other uses that are consistent with 
BLM’s CDCA plan, including another renewable energy project.   

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The boundaries of the existing Ivanpah DWMA would not be modified under the No Action 
Alternative.  Land us es associated with the Ivanpah DWMA would continue as they are today.  
Because the boundary of the DWMA would not be modified, the associated land area of 23,254 
acres would be av ailable t o o ther l and uses, as  ar e acceptable i n the CDCA P lan.  S ome of 
these land uses, including other solar facilities, could create ground disturbance that could have 
an adverse impact on cultural resources.  Therefore, the No Action Alternative would not have 
the potential beneficial impact to cultural resources associated with limiting future land uses in 
that area. 

 

4.4.7.2 Section 106 Effect Determinations 
The No Action Alternative would not cause an adverse effect to a historic property. 

 

4.4.7.3 CEQA Significance Determinations 
No impacts would occur to cultural resources under Alternative 5. 

 

4.4.8 Alternative 6: No Project, Exclude Solar Alternative 
4.4.8.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 6 w ould i nclude a finding by  B LM t hat the s ite i s no t s uitable for s olar ene rgy 
development, and  no p roject w ould be appr oved. As a result, no ground di sturbing ac tivities 
associated with the Proposed Action would occur, and there would therefore be no potential for 
impacts to cultural resources. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The boundaries of the existing Ivanpah DWMA would not be modified under Alternative 6.  Land 
uses associated with the I vanpah DWMA would continue as they are today. However, by  not  
including the action of modifying the boundary of the Ivanpah DWMA, this alternative would not 
result in t he protection o f c ultural r esources t hat w ould be as sociated w ith limiting f uture 
development projects in the expanded DWMA area. 

 

4.4.8.2 Section 106 Effect Determinations 
Alternative 6 would not cause an adverse effect to a historic property. 

 

4.4.8.3 CEQA Significance Determinations 
No impacts would occur to cultural resources under Alternative 6. 
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4.4.9 Alternative 7: No Project, Approve Solar Alternative 
4.4.9.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 7 w ould i nclude a finding by  B LM t hat the s ite i s no t s uitable for s olar ene rgy 
development, and none of the action alternatives would be approved.  The Stateline Solar Farm 
Project would not be constructed on the project site and the project site would remain vacant in 
the near -term.  U nder this al ternative, t he B LM w ould not  appr ove t he pr oposed facility, but  
would am end t he C DCA P lan t o al low for o ther s olar pr ojects on the site.  A s a result, i t i s 
possible that another solar energy project could be constructed on the site. If this were to occur, 
it is l ikely that construction and oper ation impacts to cultural resources would be s imilar to the 
impacts described for Alternative 1. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The boundaries of the existing Ivanpah DWMA would not be modified under Alternative 7.  Land 
uses associated with the Ivanpah DWMA would continue as they are today.  I f a solar or other 
renewable energy facility is proposed on the site in the future, the impact on cultural resources 
would be considered in a project-specific environmental analysis that would occur at that time. 

 

4.4.9.2 Section 106 Effect Determinations 
Alternative 7 would not cause an adverse effect to a historic property. 

 

4.4.9.3 CEQA Significance Determinations 
No impacts would occur to cultural resources under Alternative 7. 

 
4.4.10 Cumulative Impacts 
4.4.10.1 Geographic Extent/Context 
The regulations i mplementing S ection 106 o f t he N HPA c ontemplate close c oordination 
between t he N EPA a nd N HPA pr ocesses ( 36 C FR §800. 8), and ex pressly i ntegrate 
consideration of cumulative concerns within the analysis of a pr oposed action’s potential direct 
and indirect effects by defining “adverse effect” to include “reasonably foreseeable effects 
caused by the undertaking that may occur later in time, be farther removed in distance or be 
cumulative” (36 CFR §800.5(a)(1)). 

The geographic scope o f the cumulative ef fects analysis of t he pr oposed S tateline f acility for 
cultural resources is the APE, because the APE encompasses an area larger than the proposed 
Stateline site and provides a reasonable context wherein cumulative actions could affect cultural 
resources. The APE consists of approximately a 10-mile radius around the proposed facility site. 
This i s a l arge enou gh ar ea t o enc ompass a ny i ndirect e ffects o f t he project on c ultural 
resources that may c ombine with similar effects caused by other projects. Fo r instance, the 
visibility of the proposed facility from surrounding areas could alter the context of nearby historic 
and prehistoric resources, or affect certain ethnographic values attributed to the area. Because 
the visibility of the proposed facility diminishes substantially beyond ten miles, a ten-mile radius 
around the site represents an appropriate geographic limit for the cumulative impact analysis for 
cultural resources. 

Determining t he t emporal s cope r equires es timating the l ength o f t ime t he e ffects o f the 
proposed action will last, either individually or in combination with other anticipated effects.  The 
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temporal scope of impacts to cultural resources during the development of cumulative projects 
along w ith t he proposed f acility would be  t he through t he end o f pr oject decommissioning, 
because any  di rect or  indirect e ffects o f the pr oject w ould onl y oc cur during the l ife o f the 
project. 

 

4.4.10.2 Existing Cumulative Conditions 
Archaeological and bui lt-environment r esources doc umented i n s upport o f t his E IR/EIS a re 
typical of resources in the desert region of eastern California.  Prehistoric site types include lithic 
scatters and seasonal camps. Historic-period site types include roads, fence lines, cairns, 
survey markers, refuse scatters, and transmission lines.   

Cumulative c onditions f or c ultural resources i nvolve t he l oss of  qualities t hat make t he 
resources el igible for the CRHR a nd NRHP.  For prehistoric and hi storic archaeological 
resources this is the loss of non-renewable scientifically important data and its context. For 
places t o w hich T ribes attach cultural or r eligious s ignificance this i s a  l oss o f the traditional 
values as sociated w ith t he resources.  The i mplementation o f cultural r esource mitigation 
measures du ring ground-disturbing pr ojects ha s r esulted i n t he collection and per manent 
preservation of cultural material that would otherwise have been destroyed. This has reduced 
the cumulative effects of such projects on cultural resources. 

Projects in the area of the Proposed Action which have affected cultural resources include I-15, 
the Union Pacific Railroad, Ivanpah SEGS, Silver State Phase I solar project, AT&T and Sprint 
fiber op tic l ines, the Kern R iver G as Transmission Line, Calnev Petroleum Products P ipeline, 
the Walter H iggins B ighorn G eneration S tation, M olycorp M inerals f acility, t he Los A ngeles 
Department of Water and Power (LADWP) and Southern California Electric (SCE) transmission 
lines, the Primm Resort facility, and Primm Valley Golf Club.  Cultural resource impacts from the 
Proposed Action, in addition to these past and existing projects would combine with reasonably, 
foreseeable future projects to determine the cumulative effects on cultural resources. 

 

4.4.10.3 Reasonably Foreseeable Projects 
Table 4. 1-1 pr ovides a l ist of  c urrent and r easonably f oreseeable pr ojects, i ncluding ot her 
proposed or  app roved r enewable ener gy pr ojects; various B LM aut horized ac tions/activities, 
proposed or approved projects within the County’s jurisdiction; and other actions/activities that 
the agencies consider reasonably foreseeable.  Table 4.1-2 summarizes the cumulative projects 
that would have the potential t o combine with the Proposed Action and result i n cumulative 
impacts t o cultural resources.  Most of  t hese projects hav e ei ther under gone i ndependent 
environmental review pursuant to NEPA and/or CEQA, or will do s o prior to approval.  E ven if 
environmental r eview has  not  been completed for t he cumulative pr ojects des cribed i n T able 
4.1-2, their effects were considered in the cumulative impacts analysis in the draft EIS/EIR. 

Projects currently under construction in the vicinity of  the proposed facility include the Ivanpah 
SEGS solar facility, the EITP, and ex pansion of the Molycorp Minerals, LLC rare earths mine.  
Proposed pr ojects i n the v icinity of  the p roposed facility t hat would hav e pot ential i mpacts to 
cultural resources i nclude the S outhern N evada Supplemental Airport, JPOE, Desert X press 
high speed passenger rail line, Silver State Phase 2 solar facility, Mountain Pass Lateral natural 
gas pipeline, and Calnev Pipeline Expansion Project. 
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4.4.10.4 Cumulative Impacts associated with Proposed Action 
Construction 
Construction of the Proposed Action is not expected to contribute to direct impacts on eligible 
cultural r esources.  The ex ception i s t he pot ential f or unant icipated da mage or  i nadvertent 
discoveries of unknown archaeological sites during the construction phase of the project.  If any 
archaeological sites are inadvertently encountered during construction, the procedures outlined 
at 36 CFR §800.3 will be followed and measures to reduce impacts to these resources would be 
implemented.  Construction of other projects located in the geographic area for the cumulative 
analysis could also result in damage to previously unknown archaeological s ites encountered 
during construction.  

The Proposed Action would av oid al l k nown eligible archaeological and bui lt-environment 
resources and unanticipated impacts to inadvertently discovered archaeological sites would be 
mitigated.  No c umulative l oss or  di splacement o f k nown archaeological or  bui lt-environment 
resources resulting from the construction of the facility and the projects located within the same 
geographic c ontext i s ex pected, due t o mitigation of impacts for known r esources and  
implementation of mitigation m easures dur ing c onstruction, i ncluding m onitoring.  Individually 
and c umulatively, t he archaeological and bui lt-environment surveys and dat a c ollection 
performed for the Stateline project and other projects in the cumulative analysis area contribute 
to scientific knowledge about the prehistoric and historic uses of the area, including information 
about prior inhabitants and their cultures. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
The Proposed A ction will have an i mpact on  bot h the B oulder Transmission Li nes ( P36-
06794/NRHP-E-94- 001) and t he H oover D am t o S an B ernardino Transmission L ine.  
Construction o f the P roposed A ction w ill c ontribute t o a c umulative i mpact on t he r esources, 
along w ith ot her renewable ener gy pr ojects i n the I vanpah V alley (including Ivanpah SEGS).  
The cumulative effect of these projects will require that both lines be upgraded, including tower 
replacement. These effects are being addressed under the Lattice Steel Towers Programmatic 
Agreement that is being implemented separately by Southern California Edison.  

 

Decommissioning 
The decommissioning of the Proposed Action, consistent with the Applicant’s Decommissioning 
Plan and ot her B LM r equirements, would gr eatly r educe any  pr oject-related contributions to 
cumulative effects.  In addi tion, i t i s unlikely t hat any  unant icipated r esources w ould be  
discovered dur ing decommissioning activities, as a ll such cultural resources a t the s ite would 
probably hav e been pr eviously i dentified dur ing ei ther c onstruction or  oper ation. Therefore, 
project decommissioning w ould not  c ontribute t o any  ad verse c umulative impacts on c ultural 
resources. In addition, with decommissioning and restoration, the facility site would be restored 
to a condition similar to pre-construction conditions. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
Modification of the boundary of the Ivanpah DWMA as part of the Proposed Action would not be 
anticipated to have adverse impacts on cultural resources.  By placing limitations on future land 
uses that cause ground disturbance within the newly added 23,254 acre area, this action would 
provide a benef icial impact i n r educing t he po tential for t he di sturbance of  ex isting cultural 
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resources by ot her pr ojects i n t he future.  A s a r esult, this ac tion w ould contribute t o a 
cumulative beneficial impact on cultural resources within the newly protected area. 

 

4.4.10.5 CEQA Significance Determinations 
CR-1 

Construction, operation and maintenance, and decommissioning of the facility would not cause 
a substantial change in the significance of a historic resource. 

 

CR-2 
Construction, operation and maintenance, and decommissioning of the Proposed Action would 
not c ause a s ubstantial c hange i n the s ignificance o f an el igible ar chaeological r esource.  
Cumulative i mpacts du ring c onstruction w ould be r educed t o l ess t han s ignificant through 
implementation o f m itigation m easures MM-CULT-2.  If av oidance is not  f easible, 
implementation of MM-CULT-1 would reduce the cumulative impact to less than significant. 

 

CR-3 
Construction, operation and maintenance, and decommissioning of the facility would not disturb 
any known human remains. 

 

4.4.10.6 Alternatives 
Alternative 2: 2,385 Ac Alternative 
Alternative 2 will have t he s ame c ontribution t o t he c umulative i mpact on  the B oulder 
Transmission Li nes ( P36-06794/NRHP-E-94- 001) and the H oover D am to S an B ernardino 
Transmission L ine as t he P roposed A ction.  These e ffects ar e being addr essed under t he 
Lattice S teel T owers P rogrammatic A greement t hat i s bei ng i mplemented s eparately by  
Southern California Edison. Fourteen resources that have been recommended as not meeting 
the criteria for the NRHP or the CRHR will also be impacted by this alternative. 

 

Alternative 3: 2,151 Ac Alternative 
Alternative 3 will have t he s ame c ontribution t o t he c umulative i mpact on  the B oulder 
Transmission Li nes ( P36-06794/NRHP-E-94- 001) and the H oover D am to S an B ernardino 
Transmission L ine as t he Proposed A ction.  These e ffects ar e bei ng addressed under  the 
Lattice S teel T owers P rogrammatic A greement t hat i s bei ng i mplemented s eparately by  
Southern C alifornia E dison. Twenty-two r esources t hat hav e been r ecommended as  no t 
meeting the criteria for the NRHP or the CRHR will also be impacted by this alternative. 

 
Alternative 4: Reduced Acreage Alternative 
Alternative 4 will have t he s ame c ontribution t o t he c umulative i mpact on  the B oulder 
Transmission Li nes ( P36-06794/NRHP-E-94- 001) and the H oover D am to S an B ernardino 
Transmission L ine as t he P roposed A ction.  These e ffects ar e bei ng addressed under  the 
Lattice S teel T owers P rogrammatic A greement t hat i s bei ng i mplemented s eparately by  
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Southern California Edison. Nine resources that have been recommended as not meeting the 
criteria for the NRHP or the CRHR will also be impacted by this alternative. 

 
Alternative 5: No Action Alternative 
No impacts to eligible cultural resources would occur under Alternative 5. 

 

Alternative 6: No Project, Exclude Solar Alternative 
No impacts to eligible cultural resources would occur under Alternative 6. 

 

Alternative 7: No Project, Approve Solar Alternative 
No impacts to eligible cultural resources would occur under Alternative 7. 

 

4.4.11 Mitigation Measures 
 

MM-CULT-1: Consultation. Where eligible r esources, including historic properties, are w ithin 
the APE, BLM and the Applicant would consult with SHPO, affected Indian Tribes, and the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation regarding how to address effects to historic 
properties.  It is anticipated that, if there is an adverse effect to an eligible property or properties, 
a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) would be required.  A stipulation of the MOA could be the 
preparation of  and i mplementation o f a Historical P roperties Tr eatment P lan ( HPTP) prior t o 
construction activities.  The HPTP would include requirements, protocol, standards, and contact 
information pertaining to the treatment of historic properties, including prehistoric resources and 
significant resources in the built environment.  The HPTP would ensure all treatment applied to 
historic resources is compliant with NHPA §106, CEQA, and al l other applicable federal, state, 
and local requirements.  The HPTP would follow the guidelines stipulated in the Secretary of the 
Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties. 

If required following consultation with the SHPO, the Applicant shall implement a data recovery 
program pursuant to Section 106 of the NHPA.  Data recovery guidance would be s tipulated in 
the HPTP and would occur in coordination with BLM.  Data recovery efforts would be 
commensurate w ith t he type of  r esource and t he ex tent of  t he i mpact t o t he r esource.  At a  
minimum, data recovery would include a thorough excavation and analysis of the resource and 
would al ways be s upported by  t horough doc umentation, i ncluding field not es, appr opriate 
archaeological r ecordation f orms appr opriate t o t he s tate and/ or j urisdiction of  t he ac tion, 
photography, site sketching, and ac curate location information recording supported by the use 
of geographic positioning system unit.  Data recovery plans would be prepared and approved by 
BLM prior t o c onstruction ac tivities.  Data r ecovery f or ar chaeological pr operties w ould be  
consistent w ith t he S ecretary of  t he Interior’s Standards and  G uidelines for A rchaeological 
Documentation ( 48 Federal Register [ FR] 44734-37).  The da ta r ecovery pr ogram w ould 
conform w ith t he guidance o f t he A dvisory C ouncil on H istoric P reservation’s T reatment of 
Archaeological Properties and, for historic buildings and structures, the Secretary of the 
Interior’s S tandards and  G uidelines f or A rchitectural and E ngineering D ocumentation ( 48 FR  
44730-34).  A data recovery report would be required for all data recovery actions.   

 



DESERT STATELINE SOLAR FARM PROJECT 
4.4 ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND BUILT-ENVIRONMENT 

 

NOVEMBER 2012 4.4-21 DRAFT EIS/EIR 
 

MM-CULT-2: Monitoring. The Applicant will retain a qualified archaeologist(s) to conduct full-
time monitoring of all areas of the Project during ground disturbing activity.  The archaeological 
monitor shall have a working knowledge of the Project area and will be competent to identify the 
range of cultural resources known to exist in the vicinity of  the Project.  The monitor will have 
the responsibility to temporarily stop construction activities to inspect areas where ground 
disturbance has potentially revealed cultural resources.  The monitor shall have the 
responsibility to stop all construction activities in the event an unant icipated cultural resource is 
located.  The A pplicant shall suspend c onstruction ac tivities unt il t he ar chaeologist ha s 
inspected t he di scovery and det ermined any  r equired or  recommended t reatment for t he 
resource(s). 

 

MM-CULT-3: U nanticipated D iscoveries P lan.  Prior to any  c onstruction ac tivity, t he 
Applicant’s archaeologist shall implement an unanticipated discovery plan that will describe, in 
detail, the actions to be taken in the event archaeological resources, including human remains, 
are inadvertently discovered during the course of construction activities.  This plan would 
require compliance with all governing laws. 

 

4.4.12 Residual Impacts After Mitigation 
The i mplementation o f t he r equired mitigation m easures w ould s ubstantially r educe pot ential 
adverse i mpacts on el igible c ultural r esources.  With i mplementation of  t he app ropriate 
mitigation measures, there would no residual impacts under NEPA, and impacts under CEQA 
would be reduced to less than significant.  Completion of the Section 106 process will ensure 
that any adverse effects to historic properties will be resolved prior to project approval. 
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4.5 Environmental Justice 
4.5.1 Methodology for Analysis 
According to CEQ, BLM, and EPA guidance, US Census data are typically used to determine 
minority and l ow-income population percentages in t he af fected ar ea of  a pr oject i n or der t o 
conduct a q uantitative assessment of  potential environmental justice i mpacts.  This 
methodology uses screening-level analyses of the census data from the project area to identify 
low-income and minority percentage areas.  If the jurisdiction has a population of 50 percent or 
greater for ei ther t he l ow-income or  m inority c ategories, i t i s i dentified f or m ore det ailed 
analysis.   Similarly, i f t he j urisdiction has  a popul ation meaningfully greater (50 percent or 
greater) than the minority or low-income population percentage in the general population of the 
jurisdiction, it is identified for more detailed analysis. 

In t he c ase of  t he pr oposed S tateline S olar Far m, as discussed in S ection 3. 5, population 
density i s very l ow i n t he area and the community of  Primm has  the only m inority population 
greater than 50 per cent within 3 m iles of  the proposed site.  Census data that can be us ed to 
conduct t he s creening-level anal ysis to i dentify l ow-income popul ations are not  av ailable.  
Therefore, low-income populations in the vicinity of  the proposed Stateline Solar Farm Project 
could not be quantitatively characterized from the use of census data. 

According to CEQ, adverse health effects to be evaluated within the context of environmental 
justice i mpacts may i nclude bodi ly i mpairment, i nfirmity, i llness, or  deat h.  D isproportionately 
high and adv erse hum an health ef fects occur when t he risk or r ate of  exposure to an 
environmental hazard for a minority or low-income population is significant (as defined by the 
NEPA) and appr eciably ex ceeds t he r isk or exposure rate for the general population or for 
another appropriate comparison group (CEQ 1997). 

A disproportionately high environmental impact that is significant (as defined by NEPA) refers to 
an impact or risk of  an i mpact on t he nat ural or  phy sical environment i n a l ow-income or  
minority community that appreciably exceeds the environmental impact on the larger 
community.  Such effects may include ecological, cultural, human health, economic, or social 
impacts.  A n adverse environmental impact is an impact that is determined to be bot h harmful 
and significant (as defined by NEPA; CEQ 1997). 

 

4.5.2 CEQA Significance Criteria 
CEQA does not require the analysis of  environmental justice impacts and s o does not provide 
specific s ignificance c riteria f or env ironmental j ustice i mpacts.  C onsequently, no CEQA 
significance determinations have been made for t he anal ysis of  env ironment j ustice i mpacts 
below. 

 

4.5.3 Alternative 1: Proposed Action 

4.5.3.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Although t he three C ensus bl ocks c ontaining t he c ommunity of P rimm, N evada, contain a 
minority population over 50 percent, these residents are located more than 2.5 miles from the 
proposed facility.  No r esidents live within 2.5 miles of the proposed facility.  Based on the 
analysis of impacts f or all resource ar eas presented in this E IS/EIR, it w as determined that 
there would be no significant adverse health impacts on members of the public and, therefore, 
there would be no disproportionate and adverse impacts felt by minority or low-income 
populations within the project affected area.  Similarly, given the potential environmental effects 
of the proposed action on the physical environment (air, water, and terrestrial resources) and 



DESERT STATELINE SOLAR FARM PROJECT 
4.5 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 

 

NOVEMBER 2012 4.5-2 DRAFT EIS/EIR 

socioeconomic conditions, t here would be no disproportionately high and adv erse impacts on 
minority or low-income populations because of negative environmental effects.   

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
Modification of the boundary of the existing Ivanpah DWMA would not have an adverse impact 
on minority or low income populations in the area.  The action of  modifying the DWMA would 
not r esult i n any  significant adv erse i mpacts that c ould af fect publ ic heal th, the physical 
environment, or  s ocioeconomic c onditions, and w ould t herefore not  di sproportionately af fect 
minority or low income populations. 

 

4.5.3.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Because environmental justice relates to social and ec onomic ef fects, CEQA does not require 
significance determinations for these types of impacts. 

 

4.5.4 Alternative 2: 2,385 Ac Alternative 

4.5.4.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Potential environmental justice impacts of Alternative 2 would be t he same as those described 
for the Proposed Action.  The proximity of the facility to local populations would be the same 
under A lternative 2 as  t he P roposed A ction.  In addition, Alternative 2 w ould not  r esult i n 
significant adverse impacts on the health of members of the public or on the physical 
environment and s ocioeconomic c onditions.  Therefore, Alternative 2  would not  hav e a 
disproportionate impact on any minority or low-income populations. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The modification of the boundary of the existing Ivanpah DWMA would be the same under 
Alternative 2 as under the Proposed Action.  Like the Proposed Action, the action of modifying 
the DWMA under  A lternative 2  would not result in any significant adverse impacts that could 
affect publ ic heal th, the physical env ironment, or  socioeconomic conditions, and Alternative 2 
would therefore not disproportionately affect minority or low income populations. 

 

4.5.4.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Because environmental justice relates to social and ec onomic ef fects, CEQA does not require 
significance determinations for these types of impacts. 

 

4.5.5 Alternative 3: 2,151 Ac Alternative 

4.5.5.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Potential environmental justice impacts of Alternative 3 would be t he same as those described 
for the Proposed Action.  The proximity of the facility to local populations would be the same 
under Alternative 3 as the Proposed Action.  I n addi tion, A lternative 3 w ould not  r esult i n 
significant adverse impacts on public health or on the physical environment and socioeconomic 
conditions.  Therefore, Alternative 3 would not have a di sproportionate impact on any  minority 
or low-income populations. 
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Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The modification of the boundary of the existing Ivanpah DWMA would be the same under 
Alternative 3 as under the Proposed Action.  Like the Proposed Action, the action of modifying 
the DWMA under  A lternative 3 would not result in any  significant adverse impacts that could 
affect publ ic heal th, t he physical env ironment, or  socioeconomic conditions, and Alternative 3 
would therefore not disproportionately affect minority or low income populations. 

 

4.5.5.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Because environmental justice relates to social and ec onomic ef fects, CEQA does not require 
significance determinations for these types of impacts. 

 

4.5.6 Alternative 4: Reduced Acreage Alternative 

4.5.6.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Potential environmental justice impacts of Alternative 4 would be t he same as those described 
for the Proposed Action.  The proximity of the facility to local populations would be the same 
under A lternative 4 as t he P roposed A ction.  In addition, Alternative 4 would not  r esult i n 
significant adverse impacts on public health or on the physical environment and socioeconomic 
conditions.  T herefore, Alternative 4 would not have a di sproportionate impact on any  minority 
or low-income populations. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The modification of the boundary of the existing Ivanpah DWMA would be t he same under 
Alternative 4 as under the Proposed Action.  Like the Proposed Action, the action of modifying 
the DWMA under  A lternative 4 would not result in any significant adverse impacts that could 
affect publ ic heal th, t he physical environment, or  socioeconomic conditions, and Alternative 4 
would therefore not disproportionately affect minority or low income populations. 

 

4.5.6.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Because environmental justice relates to social and ec onomic ef fects, CEQA does not require 
significance determinations for these types of impacts. 

 

4.5.7 Alternative 5: No Action Alternative 

4.5.7.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under Alternative 5, no action would occur and existing conditions relevant to minority and low-
income popul ations w ould c ontinue. N o i mpact as sociated w ith t he pr oposed f acility w ould 
occur. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The boundaries of the existing Ivanpah DWMA would not be modified under the N o Action 
Alternative.  Land uses and m anagement requirements associated with the Ivanpah DWMA 
would continue as they are today.  The No Action Alternative would not have a disproportionate 
adverse impact on minority and low-income populations.  



DESERT STATELINE SOLAR FARM PROJECT 
4.5 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 

 

NOVEMBER 2012 4.5-4 DRAFT EIS/EIR 

4.5.7.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Because environmental justice relates to social and ec onomic ef fects, CEQA does not require 
significance determinations for these types of impacts. 

 

4.5.8 Alternative 6: No Project, Exclude Solar Alternative 

4.5.8.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 6 would include a finding by B LM t hat t he s ite i s not  s uitable f or s olar ener gy 
development, and no pr oject would be approved.  Because the CDCA Plan would be amended 
so no solar energy projects can be approved for the site under this alternative, it is expected 
that the site would continue to remain in its existing condition, with no new structures or facilities 
constructed or operated on the site. Therefore, this No Action Alternative would not allow future 
solar development which could impact local minority or low income populations. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The b oundaries of the existing Ivanpah D WMA w ould not  be m odified under A lternative 6.  
Land uses associated with the Ivanpah DWMA would continue as they are today.  Alternative 6 
would not have a disproportionate adverse impact on minority and low-income populations.  

 

4.5.8.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Because environmental justice relates to social and ec onomic ef fects, CEQA does not require 
significance determinations for these types of impacts. 

 

4.5.9 Alternative 7: No Project, Approve Solar Alternative 

4.5.9.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 7 would include a finding by B LM t hat t he s ite i s not  s uitable f or s olar ener gy 
development, and none of the action alternatives would be approved.  The Stateline Solar Farm 
Project would not be constructed on the project site and the project site would remain vacant in 
the near -term.  U nder t his al ternative, t he B LM w ould not  appr ove t he pr oposed facility, but 
would amend the CDCA Plan to allow f or ot her s olar pr ojects on t he s ite.  A s a r esult, i t i s 
possible that another solar energy project could be constructed on the site.  Construction and 
operation requirements for solar technologies v ary; however, none of the pot ential s olar 
technologies ar e ex pected t o hav e significant adverse effects on human heal th, t he physical 
environment, or  s ocioeconomic c onditions that c ould di sproportionately af fect m inority or  l ow 
income populations. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The boundaries of the existing Ivanpah D WMA w ould not  be m odified under A lternative 7.   
Land uses associated with the Ivanpah DWMA would continue as they are today.  Alternative 7 
would not have a disproportionate adverse impact on minority and low-income populations.  
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4.5.9.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Because environmental justice relates to social and ec onomic ef fects, CEQA does not require 
significance determinations for these types of impacts. 

 

4.5.10 Cumulative Impacts 

4.5.10.1 Geographic Extent/Context 
The affected area for environmental justice impacts would be j urisdictions within one-half mile 
of t he P roposed A ction or its alternatives t o i dentify pr oject-specific, l ocalized i mpacts.  
Similarly, for environmental justice impacts associated with t he Proposed Action or its 
alternatives to combine w ith t hose of  ot her pr ojects, t he env ironmental j ustice impacts of  t he 
other pr ojects would hav e t o ov erlap t he af fected ar ea of  t he P roposed A ction or  i ts 
alternatives.  Assuming t hat ot her pr ojects would al so r esult i n env ironmental j ustice impacts 
within one-half mile of the pr oject ar ea, t o ov erlap w ith t he P roposed A ction’s af fected area 
these other projects would need to be within one mile of the Proposed Action.  Additionally, as 
any environmental justice impacts generated by the proposed Stateline solar facility would be 
limited to occurring within the lifespan of the project, cumulative environmental justice impacts 
would also occur only during the lifespan of the project. 

 

4.5.10.2 Existing Cumulative Conditions 
Because there are no residents within the one-mile radius considered in this analysis, there are 
no environmental justice impacts occurring due to the past and present projects in the area. 

 

4.5.10.3 Reasonably Foreseeable Projects 
Table 4.1-1 lists cumulative projects in the v icinity of the project site and surrounding area. 
Several types of development projects could contribute to the cumulative impact of the 
Proposed A ction and al ternatives, i ncluding hous ing dev elopment pr ojects, c ommercial and 
industrial development, transportation projects, and renewable energy projects. These types of 
past and ex isting projects could combine with potential impacts of the Proposed Action or an 
alternative to c reate env ironmental j ustice i mpacts if pot entially i mpacted popul ations w ere 
present.  

Past and present projects l ocated w ithin one m ile w hich c ould ov erlap w ith ef fects of  the 
Proposed Action and a lternatives include Ivanpah SEGS, I-15, several transmission lines, and 
the Primm Valley Golf Course.  In addition, the EITP, Desert Xpress high speed passenger rail 
line, and JPOE are proposed, and would be located within one m ile of  the proposed Stateline 
facility.  Each of t hese pr ojects has either under gone i ndependent env ironmental r eview 
pursuant to NEPA and/or CEQA or will do so prior to approval. 

 

4.5.10.4 Cumulative Impacts associated with Proposed Action 

Construction, Operations and Maintenance, and Decommissioning 
The project area consists of undeveloped land and open s pace land. The closest residents are 
located almost 3 mi from t he proposed site.  A minority popul ation w as i dentified i n P rimm, 
Nevada.  H owever, no c ensus dat a ar e av ailable t o det ermine t he pr oportion of  l ow i ncome 
persons within t he af fected ar ea of  t he pr oject.  H owever, g iven t he l imited pot ential f or 
significant adverse effects on hum an heal th, t he phy sical env ironment, or  s ocioeconomic 
conditions from t he pr oposed f acility and t he ot her pr ojects w ithin a one-mile radius, and t he 
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large distance to nearby residents, there is no potential for construction, operations, or 
decommissioning of the proposed project to contribute to disproportionate cumulative 
environmental justice impacts. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
Modification of the Ivanpah DWMA boundary would not result in. significant adverse effects on 
human heal th, t he physical env ironment, or socioeconomic conditions.  Therefore, t his ac tion 
would not contribute to cumulative impacts to environmental justice. 

 

4.5.10.5 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Because environmental justice relates to social and ec onomic ef fects, CEQA does not require 
significance determinations for these types of impacts. 

 

4.5.10.6 Alternatives 

Alternative 2: 2,385 Ac Alternative 
Like the Proposed A ction, A lternative 2 w ould not  hav e any  env ironmental j ustice i mpacts.  
Therefore, t he cumulative impacts associated w ith A lternative 2 w ould be the same as those 
described above for the Proposed Action. 

 

Alternative 3: 2,151 Ac Alternative 
Like the Proposed A ction, A lternative 3 w ould not  hav e any  env ironmental j ustice i mpacts.  
Therefore, t he cumulative impacts associated w ith A lternative 3 w ould be the same as those 
described above for the Proposed Action. 

 

Alternative 4: Reduced Acreage Alternative 
Like the Proposed A ction, A lternative 4 w ould not  hav e any  env ironmental j ustice i mpacts.  
Therefore, t he cumulative impacts associated w ith A lternative 4 w ould be the same as those 
described above for the Proposed Action. 

 

Alternative 5: No Action Alternative 
Alternative 5,  t he N o A ction A lternative, w ould not  hav e any  env ironmental j ustice i mpacts.  
Therefore, this alternative would not contribute to cumulative environmental justice impacts. 

 

Alternative 6: No Project, Exclude Solar Alternative 
By deny ing t he s olar ener gy appl ication and ex cluding t he s ite f rom f uture solar energy 
development, Alternative 6 would not contribute to cumulative environmental justice impacts. 

 

Alternative 7: No Project, Approve Solar Alternative 
By deny ing the s olar ener gy appl ication, A lternative 7 would not  c ontribute t o c umulative 
environmental justice impacts.  T he s ite c ould pot entially be us ed f or s olar or  ot her 
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development in the future.  E nvironmental justice impacts associated with future actions would 
be considered in a later project-specific environmental analysis. 

 

4.5.11 Mitigation Measures 
The Proposed Action would not have a di sproportionate impact on any  minority or low-income 
populations; therefore, no mitigation would be required.  

 

4.5.12 Residual Impacts after Mitigation 
There would be no adv erse, unav oidable i mpacts t o env ironmental j ustice as  a r esult of  
construction, operation and maintenance, or decommissioning of the Proposed Action. 
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4.6 Lands and Realty 
4.6.1 Methodology for Analysis 
This section discusses the lands and realty impacts that would occur with implementation of the 
Proposed Action or alternatives.  Potential land and realty effects may occur from conflicts with 
existing or authorized land uses or  c onflicts w ith applicable l and us e plans, policies, or 
regulations.  For this reason, the discussions of each of the different alternatives focus both on 
evaluating their compatibility with existing or authorized land uses, as well as their consistency 
with the applicable regulatory requirements (e.g., Federal Land Policy & Management Act 
[FLPMA], and t he C DCA Plan).   Impacts/effects associated with the potential effect of the 
Proposed Action on other ex isting l and uses use are di scussed in s eparate s ections of  
Chapters 3 and 4, and are as follows: Livestock Grazing (Sections 3.7 and 4.7); Mineral 
Resources (Sections 3.8 and 4.8); Recreation (Sections 3.12 and 4.12); Special Designations 
(Sections 3.15 and 4.15); and Wild Horses and Burros (Sections 3.20 and 4.20). 

 

4.6.2 CEQA Significance Criteria 
The significance c riteria for l and use and pl anning l isted below were derived from the CEQA 
Environmental Checklist, Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, and were used to determine if 
the proposed facility would result in impacts to land use and realty: 

• L&R-1: Physically divide an existing community; 

• L&R-2: Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with 
jurisdiction over the project (including but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, or 
zoning ordinance) adopted for t he pur pose of  avoiding or  m itigating an env ironmental 
effect;  

• L&R-3: Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community 
conservation plan. 

Of these criteria, the following were determined to be inapplicable or to result in no impact 
under all alternatives and, therefore, these criteria are not discussed further in this section: 

L&R-1: T he closest community t o t he proposed f acility is P rimm, N evada, w hich i s l ocated 
approximately 3 m iles t o t he nor theast.  Therefore, t he Proposed Action would not  physically 
divide an existing community. 

L&R-3: The proposed facility would not be l ocated within the boundaries of an existing habitat 
conservation plan or natural community conservation plan.  Therefore, there would be no 
impact under the L&R-3 criterion. 

 

4.6.3 Alternative 1: Proposed Action 
The following provides consistency determinations for land use plans, policies, and regulations 
that are applicable to Alternative 1, the Proposed Action. 

 

Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) of 1976 
The FLPMA provides the authority to issue a ROW authorization to construct, operate, 
maintain, and decommission a s olar ener gy pr oject, i ncluding: a s ubstation; oper ations and 
maintenance f acilities; t ransmission lines; and t emporary c onstruction laydown areas.  
Therefore, electrical generation facilities are an al lowable l and us e under  FLP MA and,  w ith 
issuance of the ROW grant, the Proposed Action would be in compliance with the FLPMA. 
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California Desert Conservation Area Plan 

Conformance with CDCA Plan 
The entire site is within the Multiple Use Class (MUC), Limited Use (L), under the BLM’s CDCA 
Plan.  As presented in Table 1, Multiple Use Class Guidelines, of the CDCA Plan, solar energy 
is an allowable use of MUC-L land after NEPA requirements are met.  This draft EIS/EIR will act 
as the mechanism for complying with NEPA requirement. 

Additionally, Chapter 3,  t he “ Energy P roduction and U tility C orridors E lement” of  t he CDCA 
Plan, requires that newly proposed power facilities that are not already identified in the CDCA 
Plan be considered through the plan amendment process.  The proposed Stateline Solar Farm 
facility is not currently identified in the CDCA Plan and, therefore, a plan amendment is required 
to include the facility as a recognized element within the CDCA Plan.  As a result, as part of its 
evaluation of the issuance of a ROW grant for the Proposed Action, the BLM is also considering 
amending t he C DCA P lan t o i dentify t he S tateline S olar Farm facility.  W ith s uch an 
amendment, the Proposed Action would be in compliance with the CDCA Plan. 

 

Conformance with Multiple Use Class L Guidelines 
The Proposed Action w ould be  located w ithin MUC-L lands. The classification des ignations 
govern the type and degree of land-use action allowed within the classification area.  All land 
use ac tions and r esource-management activities on BLM-administered lands w ithin a MUC 
delineation must meet the g uidelines f or t hat c lass.  T hese g uidelines ar e l isted on T able 1,  
MUC Guidelines, of the CDCA Plan (at page 15).  MUC-L allows electric generation plants for 
solar facilities after NEPA requirements are met.  The following is a consistency analysis of the 
Proposed Action for each land use activity: 

1. Agriculture:  Agricultural uses of Class L lands are not allowed, with the exception of 
livestock grazing.  The site is not currently used for agriculture, and the Proposed Action 
would not involve use of the site for agriculture. 

2. Air Quality: Class L lands are to be managed to protect their air quality and visibility in 
accordance with Class II objectives of the Federal Clean Air Act as amended.  The 
anticipated maximum daily and annual  construction emissions that would be associated 
with t he Proposed Action are pr ovided in T ables 4.2-4 and 4.2-5 in Section 4.2 (Air 
Resources).  Both m aximum dai ly and annual construction emissions would occur in 
2013.  The analysis indicates that, with the exception of NOx and PM10 impacts dur ing 
construction, the proposed f acility would not c reate new exceedances or  contribute to 
existing exceedances for any of the criteria air pollutants.  Maximum annual construction 
emissions would not  exceed any of  the applicable general conformity de minimis 
thresholds. The annual operations emissions that would be associated with the 
Proposed Action are provided in Table 4.2-6 in Section 4.2.  Annual operation emissions 
are ant icipated t o be w ell under  t he g eneral conformity de minimis thresholds. T he 
magnitude of  t he i mpacts of  dec ommissioning em issions are ex pected t o be 
substantially l ess than those es timate for project construction since decommissioning 
would occur after at least 30 years of operation, and it is expected that on-road and off-
road equipment engine technology would be far more advanced and cleaner than is 
currently t he c ase. Therefore, the P roposed A ction would c onform t o t he C lass I I 
objectives referenced in the CDCA Plan guidelines.    

3. Water Quality: Class L lands are to be managed to provide for the protection and 
enhancement of surface and groundwater resources, except for instances of short-term 
degradation caused by water development projects; BMPs developed by BLM during the 
planning process outlined in the Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 208 will be used to 
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avoid degradation and to comply with Executive Order 12088.  The CWA Section 208 
and E xecutive O rder 12088 bot h addr ess f ederal c ompliance w ith pol lution control 
standards.  Although BLM has not established BMPs for solar projects, the agency has 
developed m itigation m easures t hat w ould be i mplemented as  par t of  t he Proposed 
Action.  Implementation of  these mitigation measures, and BLM’s standard term and 
condition requiring compliance with other Federal, state, and local regulations, would 
ensure t hat impacts t o water resources and w ater q uality w ould be m inimal, and t he 
Proposed Action would conform to the guidelines for MUC-L lands presented in Table 1 
of the CDCA Plan. 

4. Cultural and Paleontological Resources:  Cultural and paleontological resources will be 
preserved and protected.  Procedures described in 36 CFR 800 will be observed where 
applicable.  As des cribed i n detail in Sections 4.4 and 4.10, impacts on cultural and 
paleontological resources associated with the dev elopment and operation of t he 
Proposed Action would be mitigated and would conform to the MUC Guidelines.  
Adverse effects on cultural resources listed on or  determined to eligible for the National 
Register of Historic Places would be resolved in accordance with a Memorandum of 
Agreement bei ng pr epared f or t he p roject i n c onsultation w ith t he C alifornia S tate 
Historic P reservation O fficer, N ative A merican t ribes, and ot her interested parties in 
accordance with Section 106 of the NHPA.  Identification of the site location for the 
Proposed A ction i s s ubject t o t he MUC Guidelines f or c ultural and pal eontological 
resource protection as is evidenced by the applicability of  the guidelines to the specific 
facility proposal.  As such, the project site location is within the MUC Guidelines for 
cultural and paleontological resource protection established by the CDCA Plan.   

5. Native American Values:  Native American cultural and religious values will be protected 
and preserved with appropriate Native American groups consulted.  Consultation w ith 
Native American tribes was initiated during project planning and will continue during the 
NEPA process.  Refer to Chapter 5.2 for the details regarding the consultation process.  
Opportunities have been provided to allow Native American tribes to identify places and 
resources of  i mportance t o t hem and t o ex press c oncerns r egarding c ultural and 
religious values that could be impacted by the Proposed Action. 

Adverse ef fects on any  pl aces of  t raditional c ultural or  r eligious i mportance that are 
identified by tribes will be resolved in accordance with the Memorandum of  Agreement 
being developed for the project with t ribal par ticipation.  P otential i mpacts t o and 
protection of cultural resources are discussed in more detail in Section 4.4.  Collectively, 
these measures ensure that preservation and protection of Native American cultural and 
religious values is accomplished in accordance with the CDCA Plan MUC Guidelines. 

6. Electrical Generation Facilities: Solar generation may be allowed on Class L lands after 
NEPA requirements are met.  This P lan Amendment and EIS/EIR w ill a ct a s t he 
mechanism for complying with those NEPA requirements. 

7. Transmission Facilities:   New gas, electric, and water transmission facilities and cable 
for interstate communication may be allowed only within designated corridors, and 
NEPA requirements must be met.  The Proposed Action would require a 2. 3 mile-long, 
220 k V gen-tie l ine t hat w ould f ollow a 150  foot-wide t ransmission R OW t o SCE’s 
proposed Ivanpah Substation.  This transmission line would be located within CDCA 
Utility Corridor BB, which is a designated utility corridor. 

8. Communication Sites:  Communication sites may be allowed on Class L lands after 
NEPA requirements are met.  The Proposed Action would not involve the installation of 
communications sites. 
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9. Fire Management: Fire suppression measures in Class L areas will be taken in 
accordance with specific fire management plans, subject to such conditions as the 
authorized officer deems necessary.  The project area is within the area covered by the 
BLM California Desert District and N eedles Field O ffice Fi re Management P lan, 2004.   
That Plan addresses management and suppression of wildfires, and does not address 
incidents on specific facilities such as power plants.  The applicant has developed fire 
suppression measures that would be used for the Proposed Action, and these measures 
are discussed in Section 4.21.  Should a f ire occur in the area that is not specific to the 
facility, it would be addr essed by BLM, not the Applicant, and i t would be addr essed in 
accordance with t he Fi re M anagement P lan.  Therefore, t he P roposed A ction w ould 
conform to the guideline for Fire Management for MUC-L. 

10. Vegetation:  Table 1 of  the CDCA Plan includes a v ariety of guidelines associated with 
vegetation, as follows: 
Vegetation Harvesting 

Native Plants – Commercial or non-commercial removal of native plants in Class L 
areas may be allowed by permit after NEPA requirements are met, and after 
development of necessary stipulation.  Approval of t he ROW grant for the Proposed 
Action would c onstitute t he per mit f or s uch r emoval.  T he mitigation measures in this 
draft EIS/EIR and c onditions of  appr oval that w ould be r equired i n t he Record of 
Decision would constitute the stipulations to avoid or minimize impacts from the removal 
of native plants. 

Harvesting of plants by mechanical means – Harvesting by mechanical means may be 
allowed by permit only. Although t he Proposed Action would i nclude t he c ollection of  
succulents and seeds to assist with reclamation, the removal of these items would not 
be done f or di stribution t o t he publ ic.  A lso, t he g uidelines for vegetation harvesting 
include encouragement of such harvesting i n ar eas w here t he v egetation w ould be 
destroyed by  ot her ac tions, w hich w ould be t he case with the Proposed Action.  
Therefore, the Proposed Action would be in conformance with this MUC guideline. 

Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Species, State and Federal – In all MUC areas, all 
state and federally listed species will be fully protected.  In addition, actions which may 
jeopardize the continued existence of federally listed species will require consultation 
with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  As evaluated in Section 4.17, no Federally or 
state listed plants would be impacted by the Proposed Action.  

Sensitive Plant Species – Identified sensitive plant species would be given protection in 
management decisions consistent with BLM’s policy for sensitive species management, 
BLM Manual 6840. The obj ective of  t his pol icy i s t o c onserve and/ or r ecover l isted 
species, and t o i nitiate c onservation m easures t o r educe or  el iminate t hreats t o BLM 
sensitive species to minimize the likelihood of and need f or l isting.  O ne BLM sensitive 
plant, the Rusby’s desert mallow, has been identified in the Project area, and impacts 
and mitigation associated with this species are discussed in Section 4.17.  In an effort to 
protect t his s pecies, BLM worked w ith t he Applicant to develop m itigation and project 
alternatives to avoid special status plants.  In addition, mitigation measures included in 
the draft EIS/EIR would reduce the number of individuals of the species that would be 
affected.  Because these measures are i ntended t o r educe t hreats t o t his s pecies t o 
minimize t he l ikelihood of  l isting, t hese m easures ar e i n c onformance w ith t he MUC 
guidance in the CDCA Plan. 

Unusual Plant Assemblages (UPAs) – No UPAs have been identified on the proposed 
site. 
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Vegetation Manipulation 

Mechanical Control – Mechanical control may be allowed after consideration of possible 
impacts.  Vegetation manipulation is defined in the CDCA Plan as removing noxious or 
poisonous plants from r angelands; i ncreasing f orage pr oduction; c reating open ar eas 
within dense br ush c ommunities t o f avor c ertain w ildlife s pecies; or  el iminating 
introduced pl ant s pecies.  D uring c onstruction, o perations and m aintenance, and 
decommissioning phases, the Applicant w ould abi de by  nox ious w eed c ontrol 
procedures as developed in cooperation with the BLM and San Bernardino County.  The 
establishment of  nox ious/invasive v egetation c an be l imited by early det ection and 
eradication.  The Applicant would finalize the site-specific Weed Management Plan prior 
to a R OW g rant bei ng i ssued.  S uch ac tions w ould be conducted as  par t of  t he 
Proposed Action.  Weed management under the Weed Management Plan would 
conform to federal, State, and local regulations. 

Chemical Control - Aerial broadcasting application of chemical controls will not be 
allowed.  Noxious weed er adication m ay be al lowed af ter s ite-specific pl anning.  T he 
Proposed Action would not include aerial broadcasting.  If chemical treatment is applied, 
it would be c onsistent with BLM’s ROD: Vegetation Treatments Using Herbicides (BLM 
2007a), as supported by the Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) for 
Vegetation Treatments Using Herbicides (BLM 2007b).  Specific control measures are 
described in the Applicant’s Plan of Development. 

Exclosures -  Exclosures may be allowed.  Exclosure is a manipulation technique where 
livestock and certain wildlife species can be ex cluded f rom f enced ar eas.  T his 
procedure pr ovides c omparison dat a and i s v aluable i n the determination of grazing 
effects of  v egetation.  T he P roposed A ction w ould not  i nclude ex closures f or t he 
purpose of protecting vegetation.   

Prescribed Burning – Prescribed burning may be allowed after development of a site-
specific management plan.  The Proposed Action would not include prescribed burning. 

11. Land Tenure Adjustment:  Class L land will not be sold.  The Proposed Action would not 
involve any sale of BLM-administered lands. 

12. Livestock Grazing: Livestock grazing is allowed subject to the protection of sensitive 
resources.  The Proposed Action would not  i nvolve changes t o g razing on Class L  
lands. 

13. Minerals: The Proposed Action would not involve the development of minerals on Class 
L lands. 

14. Motorized Vehicle Access/Transportation:  Pursuant to the CDCA Land Use Plan (LUP) 
guidelines in Class L areas, new roads and ways may be developed under ROW grants 
or approved plans of operation, and periodic and seasonal closures or limitations of 
routes of travel may be required.  In areas designated as limited use area for OHV use, 
such as the site locations under  c onsideration i n t his draft EIS/EIR, c hanges t o t he 
transportation net work ( new r outes, r e-routes, or  c losures) i n “ limited” ar eas may be 
made through activity-level planning or with site-specific NEPA analysis (IM 2008-014).  
Modifications to area OHV designations (open, closed, or limited) require amendment to 
the RMP.  There are no area OHV designations that are being made or modified 
through t he Proposed Action or any of t he al ternatives.  W ith t he Proposed Action, 
existing r outes ar e bei ng c losed, and new  r outes ar e bei ng c reated in limited OHV 
areas.  A s such, t hese changes may be m ade with s ite-specific NEPA analysis.  This 
analysis is provided in Section 4.16.  The access needs for the proposed solar facility do 
not substantially differ among the various action alternatives presented in the draft 



DESERT STATELINE SOLAR FARM PROJECT 
4.6 LANDS AND REALTY 

 

NOVEMBER 2012 4.6-6 DRAFT EIS/EIR 
 

EIS/EIR.  For any of the action alternatives, the ROW grant for the Project grants would 
include the approval of  roads that al low f or site a ccess.  T his a ctivity f alls w ithin t he 
CDCA LUP guideline noted above. 

15. Recreation:  The Proposed Action would not involve the use of the proposed facility site 
for recreational uses. 

16.  Waste Disposal:   The Proposed Action would not  i nvolve t he development of  waste 
disposal sites. 

17.  Wildlife Species and Habitat:  Table 1 of the CDCA Plan includes a variety of guidelines 
associated with wildlife, as follows: 

Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Species, State and Federal – In all MUC areas, all 
state and federally listed species and their critical habitat will be fully protected.  In 
addition, actions which may jeopardize the continued existence of federally listed 
species will r equire consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in accordance 
with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act.  As evaluated in Section 4.22, Wildlife 
Resources, the desert tortoise, which is l isted as federally and state threatened, would 
be potentially affected by the Proposed Action.  As specified in the guideline, BLM will 
initiate formal consultation with the USFWS in accordance with S ection 7 of  the 
Endangered Species Act.  BLM has worked with USFWS, California Department of Fish 
and G ame ( CDFG), and the Applicant to develop protection and compensation 
measures for the desert tortoise.  Therefore, the Proposed Action would comply with the 
guideline to provide full protection of the species. 

Sensitive Species – Identified species would be given protection in management 
decisions consistent with BLM’s policy for sensitive species management, BLM Manual 
6840. The objective of this policy is to conserve and/or recovered listed species, and to 
initiate conservation measures to reduce or eliminate threats to BLM sensitive species to 
minimize the likelihood of and need f or listing.  No BLM sensitive wildlife species (other 
than the desert tortoise, identified and discussed in the previous paragraph) are present 
on the site of the Proposed Action. 

Predator and Pest Control – Control of depredation wildlife and pests will be allowed in 
accordance with existing State and federal laws.  The Proposed Action would include a 
Raven Control Plan for the depredation on the desert tortoise.  Therefore, this guideline 
is applicable to the Proposed Action, but is allowed subject to conformance with State 
and federal laws. 

Habitat Manipulation – The Proposed Action would not include habitat manipulation. 

Reintroduction or Introduction of Established Exotic Species – The P roposed A ction 
would not include the reintroduction or introduction of exotic species. 

18. Wetland/Riparian Areas:  No w etland or riparian ar eas are pr esent on t he s ite of  t he 
Proposed Action. 

19.  Wild Horses and Burros: Under the CDCA Plan guidelines, populations of wild and free-
roaming horses and burros will be maintained in healthy, stable herds, but will be 
subject to controls to protect sensitive resources.  As discussed in Section 4.20, no wild 
and free-roaming horses are present in the project area.   In the Northern and E astern 
Mojave Desert Management Plan (NEMO Plan) Amendments, BLM established the 
appropriate management level (AML) for burros in the vicinity of the Proposed Action at 
zero.  T herefore, t he Proposed Action would c onform to the r equirements of  t he 
guidelines in the CDCA Plan. 
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4.6.3.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 

Construction 
As di scussed i n S ection 3. 6, c urrent authorized uses of the proposed facility site include 
grazing, designated ut ility c orridors, open r outes of  t ravel, and two groundwater pr oduction 
wells (with as sociated r oad access, pow er t ransmission, and w ater pi peline) operated by  
Primm.  Construction of the Proposed Action would require fencing of t he project area and 
restricting access to only authorized users.  Because the only current uses of the site are use of 
open routes and the groundwater pipeline ROW, and these would be re-routed around the site, 
the impact of restricting access to other users would be m inimal.  Any impacts associated with 
this restriction of access would be permanent, continuing throughout the construction and 
operations and maintenance phas es of  t he pr oject.  Mitigation measure MM-Lands-1 w ould 
require t he A pplicant t o m inimize di sturbance of  ex isting l and uses through coordination with 
the authorized users. 

 

Utility Corridors 
The Energy P roduction and U tility C orridors E lement of  t he C DCA P lan i ncludes t he f ull 
implementation of a network of planning c orridors t o m eet t he pr ojected ut ility needs , the 
identification of  env ironmental constraints and siting pr ocedures, and the identification of 
potential sites for geothermal development, wind energy parks, and power plants. Sixteen 
planning corridors were identified in the CDCA Plan, and the proposed Stateline Solar Farm site 
partially overlaps two designated Utility Corridors ( D and B B). T he c orridors ar e i ntended t o 
include new electrical transmission lines of 161 kV or above, all pipelines with diameters greater 
than 12 i nches, cables for interstate communications, and major aqueducts or canals for inter-
basin transfers of water. The corridors vary in width from two to five miles.   

As s hown i n Fi gure 1 -3, t he entirety of  t he proposed facility would be  located w ithin ex isting 
Utility Corridors D and BB.  At the location where Interstate 15 crosses the California-Nevada 
border, s everal des ignated ut ility corridors converge.  Fr om t he s outhwest, t wo s eparate 
branches of Corridor BB converge and meet at the Primm Valley Golf Course location.  Corridor 
BB then converges with Corridor D, coming in from the west, north of the golf course.  Corridor 
BB in this location is also designated as the West-Wide Energy Corridor 225-27.  The proposed 
facility would be l ocated entirely within the footprint of  these corridors where they converge on 
the north side of t he g olf c ourse.  The l and ar ea f or the pr oposed f acility would c over 
approximately 1.7 miles (81 percent) of the 2-mile width of Corridor D, leaving 0.3 miles 
available for future uses.  The proposed facility would also cover 0.95 miles (42 percent) of the 
2.25-mile width of C orridor B B.  Although t he pr oposed f acility w ould r esult i n l imiting t he 
available area within these corridors, future linear facilities could still be placed in the remaining 
portions of these corridors. 

This may result in eliminating potential future uses of the affected portions of Utility Corridors D 
and  BB for linear right-of-way projects because bur ied or  ov erhead ut ilities c ould not  be 
constructed ac ross the s ite without r emoving solar panel s and i nterfering w ith f acility 
operations. T he partial loss of  constructable s pace w ithin Utility Co rridors D  and  BB a s 
attributable to the Proposed Action would be a direct, adverse impact.  However, there would be 
some remaining oppor tunity t o r oute f uture ut ility l ines within t he remaining por tions of  t he 
corridors not impacted by the Project. 
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Open Routes 
The proposed facility area includes three routes of travel designated by BLM as open routes.  
These routes include route 699226 ( 1.8 miles encompassed by the Proposed Action), 699198 
(2.0 m iles), and 699238 ( 1.4 m iles).  A total of 5.2 miles of existing open routes would be 
impacted under the Proposed Action.  If the Proposed Action is implemented, then the portions 
of t hese r outes w ithin t he f enced pr oject ar ea would be c losed.  I n t heir place, the Applicant 
would re-direct the routes outside of the perimeter of the fenced facility, and BLM would 
authorize t he r e-directed roads as  open r outes.  The l ocations of  t he c urrent r outes and t he 
proposed location for the re-routed roads are presented in Figure 4.6-1. 

 

Water Production Wells 
The pr oposed f acility ar ea i ncludes an ex isting R OW, hel d by Primmadonna C ompany, LLC  
(Primmadonna), which is used as the location of two groundwater supply wells designated WP-
5 and WP-6.  In addition to the wells, the ROW includes associated access roads, power lines, 
and a water pipeline.  The wells supply water to the hotels and casinos at Primm, and to the NV 
Energy Walter Higgins Power Generating Station. 

If t he P roposed Action i s implemented, the Applicant would be r equired to accommodate the 
existing RO W for water production held by  Primmadonna.  In t heir P lan of  Development, t he 
Applicant proposes to re-route the water pipeline and access road that support the existing 
groundwater wells.  Prior to being issued a ROW, the Applicant would need t o acquire a letter 
from Primmadonna indicating that Primmadonna had no obj ection to the proposed changes to 
the road and pipeline associated with their water well, or to the issuance of a ROW grant to the 
Desert S tateline f acility.  The locations of t he c urrent pi peline, t ransmission l ine, and ac cess 
road, and the proposed location for these facilities as they would be re-routed by the Applicant, 
are presented in Figure 4.6-1. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
As discussed above, potential land use impacts associated with the Proposed Action would 
occur as a result of the fencing of the project area and restriction of site access.  This restriction 
would begin dur ing c onstruction, and would be m aintained dur ing the oper ations phas e.  
Therefore, the impacts associated with operation and maintenance of the facility would be t he 
same as those discussed for c onstruction.  No addi tional impacts would be associated with 
operations and maintenance. 

 

Decommissioning 
The activities associated with decommissioning would generally occur within the same fenced 
area as project construction and operations.  No further land use would be associated with 
decommissioning, so no additional impacts to existing land uses or conflicts with land use plans 
and regulations would occur.  Land use plans, policies, or regulations may have changed by the 
time t he P roposed A ction w ould be dec ommissioned.  Therefore, mitigation measure MM-
Lands-2 would be r equired t o ens ure t hat dec ommissioning i n c onducted in accordance with 
then-current land use plans, policies, and regulations. 

After the Proposed Action has been decommissioned, the land may be used again for multiple 
uses s uch as mining, g razing, recreation, or open space w ithout any  of  t he r estrictions 
associated with the construction and operations phases. This change would be a beneficial 
impact for other users of the site at that time. 
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Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
Modification of the boundary of the existing Ivanpah DWMA would have an effect on future land 
uses that are authorized within the land area that is added to the DWMA.  Under Alternative 1, 
the land area that would be added to the DWMA is shown in Table 4.6-1. 

 
Table 4.6-1. Acreage to be Modified in Ivanpah DWMA, Alternative 1 

Land Area Acreage in Land Area 
Current Ivanpah DWMA 37,280 ac 
Total in Northern Ivanpah Unit + 29,110 ac 
Ivanpah SEGS -3,471 ac 
Caltrans JPOE -133 ac 
Desert Express -109 ac 
Stateline Alternative 1 -2,143 ac 
Subtotal New Acreage Added to DWMA 23,254 ac 
Removal of Ivanpah Playa -2,997 ac 
Final Total in Modified DWMA 57,537 ac 

 

The establishment of the Ivanpah DWMA in the NEMO plan amendments (BLM 2002) specified 
the following land use restrictions within the DWMA: 

• Additional cumulative surface disturbance within the DWMA is limited to 1 percent of the 
total area of the DWMA; 

• The desert tortoise compensation ratio for projects within the DWMA is established at a 
ratio of 5:1; 

• Stopping, par king, and c amping w ithin t he D WMA i s l imited t o di sturbed areas within 
100 feet of the centerline of open routes; 

• Washes are closed to vehicle traffic unless specifically designated as open routes; 

• A variety of limitations are applied to grazing activities within the DWMA. 

As part of Alternative 1, these land use restrictions would be extended to the newly added 
acreage.  Because modification of the boundary of the Ivanpah DWMA would be accomplished 
through a CDCA Plan amendment, the action of modifying the boundary would conform to the 
CDCA Plan. 

 

4.6.3.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Significance conclusions for the impacts identified for each phase of the project (Construction, 
Operation and M aintenance, D ecommissioning) ar e pr esented bel ow bas ed on the CEQA 
Significance Criteria.  Only those significance criteria which were determined to be relevant to 
the project are addressed below: 

 

L&R-2 

Construction 
With the approval of  a R OW grant and plan amendment, construction of  the Proposed Action 
would not conflict with the FLPMA or the CDCA Plan.  A ll components of the Proposed Action 
that would affect land uses, including the ROW grant itself, modification of open route 
designations, and modification of the boundaries of  t he I vanpah DWMA, would be done i n a 
manner that complies with FLPMA requirements for issuing ROW grants, and that conforms to 
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the CDCA Plan.  Amendments to the CDCA Plan required in connection with the issuance of 
any ROW g rant for t he P roject or  al ternatives w ould amend the CDCA Plan to identify the 
Project as a recognized element of the plan; modify open route designations; and modify the 
boundaries of the Ivanpah DWMA would be done.   S ince such amendments would be done i n 
accordance with the procedures specified in Chapter 7 of the CDCA Plan for amendment of the 
plan, impacts to lands and realty would be less than significant. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Conflicts with the applicable plans, policies, and regulations would be the same as discussed 
under “Construction”. 

 

Decommissioning 
Land use plans, policies, or regulations may have c hanged by  t he t ime t he pr oposed f acility 
would be dec ommissioned.  A s s uch, mitigation measures MM-Lands-2 requires t hat t he 
decommissioning pl an s hall ens ure t hat dec ommissioning i s conducted in accordance with 
then-current land use plans, policies, or regulations.  W ith implementation of this measure, the 
decommissioning of  t he s olar f acility would not  c onflict w ith appl icable plans, policies, or 
regulations, and impacts would be less than significant. 

 

4.6.4 Alternative 2: 2,385 Ac Alternative 

4.6.4.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 2 is conceptually similar to the Proposed Action (Alternative 1), but would be placed 
within a different land area which comprises 2,385 ac.  T he land area as sociated w ith 
Alternative 2 would partially overlap with the l and ar ea as sociated w ith t he P roposed A ction 
north of the Primm Valley Golf Course, but would also include a parcel on the south side of the 
Primm Valley Golf Course. 

The conformance of Alternative 2 with the FLPMA and the CDCA Plan, including the MUC 
Guidelines in Table 1 of the CDCA Plan, would be the same as discussed under Alternative 1. 

 

Construction 
During construction of Alternative 2, potential impacts to lands and realty would be substantially 
similar to those described under “Construction” for Alternative 1, although occurring in a slightly 
different area.  Construction of Alternative 2 would also require fencing of the project area and 
restricting ac cess t o onl y aut horized us ers.  A ny i mpacts as sociated w ith t his restriction of 
access would be permanent, continuing throughout the construction and operations and 
maintenance phas es of  t he pr oject.  Mitigation measure MM-Lands-1 would require the 
Applicant to minimize disturbance of existing land uses through coordination with the owners. 

 

Utility Corridors 
Impacts to Utility Corridors BB and D would be similar to those for the Proposed Action.  The 
entirety of the northern portion of the bifurcated footprint would be located within existing Utility 
Corridors D and B B.  The southern portion of the bifurcated footprint would be located  almost 
entirely w ithin C orridor B B at  t he l ocation w here t he two separate branches of Corridor BB 
converge s outhwest of  t he g olf c ourse.  The l and ar ea f or the northern por tion would c over 
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approximately 1.0 m iles ( 48 per cent) of t he 2 -mile w idth of  C orridor D , and 0. 95 m iles ( 42 
percent) of the 2.25-mile width of Corridor BB.  The land area for the southern portion would 
cover 0.7 miles (35 percent) of the northern branch of Corridor BB, and 0.6 miles (28 percent) 
of the southern branch of  C orridor B B.  O verall, A lternative 2 w ould cover a m uch s maller 
portion of  Corridor D  than the P roposed Action, l eaving a 1-mile width of  Corridor D open t o 
future uses. 

 

Open Routes 
Impacts to existing open routes of travel associated with Alternative 2 would be reduced from 
those associated with the Proposed Action.  The northern portion of the bifurcated footprint of  
the Alternative 2 project area includes two routes of travel designated by BLM as open routes.  
These routes include route 699198 ( 1.6 miles encompassed by the Alternative 2 project area) 
and 699238 (1.3 miles).  The southern portion of the bifurcated footprint would not impact any 
open routes.  A total of 2.9 miles of existing open routes would be impacted under Alternative 2.  
Similar to the Proposed Action, the portions of these routes within the fenced project area would 
be closed under Alternative 2.  In their place, the Applicant would re-direct the routes outside of 
the perimeter of the fenced facility, and B LM w ould aut horize t he r e-directed r oads as  open 
routes.  The locations of the current routes and the proposed location for the re-routed roads 
are presented in Figure 4.6-2. 

 

Water Production Wells 
The pr oject ar ea as sociated w ith A lternative 2 w ould not  enc lose t he ex isting groundwater 
production w ell, w ater pi peline, and ac cess r oads w hich are operated under BLM ROW b y 
Primmadonna.  Therefore, A lternative 2 w ould not  c reate any  c onflict w ith t he ex isting 
Primmadonna ROW. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
As discussed abov e under  “ Construction”, pot ential l and us e i mpacts as sociated w ith 
Alternative 2 w ould occur as  a r esult of t he f encing of  t he project area and r estriction of  s ite 
access.  This restriction would begin during construction, and would be maintained dur ing the 
operations phase.  As with the construction phase, the potential conflict with the current ROW 
held by Primmadonna for groundwater production would not occur under Alternative 2.  No 
additional impacts would be associated with operations and maintenance. 

 

Decommissioning 
During the decommissioning of  this alternative, potential impacts to lands and r ealty would be 
the same as described under “Decommissioning” for Alternative 1. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The modification of the boundary of the Ivanpah DWMA would be similar under Alternative 2 as 
Alternative 1, except it would include a di fferent land area.  U nder Alternative 2, the land area 
that would be added to the DWMA is shown in Table 4.6-2. 
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Table 4.6-2. Acreage to be Modified in Ivanpah DWMA, Alternative 2 
Land Area Acreage in Land Area 

Current Ivanpah DWMA 37,280 ac 
Total in Northern Ivanpah Unit + 29,110 ac 
Ivanpah SEGS -3,471 ac 
Caltrans JPOE -133 ac 
Desert Express -109 ac 
Stateline Alternative 2 -2,385 ac 
Subtotal New Acreage Added to DWMA 23,012 ac 
Removal of Ivanpah Playa -2,997 ac 
Final Total in Modified DWMA 57,295 ac 

 

As part of Alternative 2, the land use restrictions discussed as part of t he Proposed Action 
would be applied to the newly added acreage. 

Because modification of the boundary of the Ivanpah DWMA would be accomplished through a 
CDCA Plan amendment, the action of modifying the boundary would conform to the C DCA 
Plan. 

 

4.6.4.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 

L&R-2 
The CEQA significance determinations of lands and realty for Alternative 2 would be identical to 
those for Alternative 1. 
 

4.6.5 Alternative 3: 2,151 Ac Alternative 

4.6.5.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 3 is conceptually similar to the Proposed Action (Alternative 1), but would be placed 
within a different land area which comprises 2,151 ac.  T he l and ar ea as sociated w ith 
Alternative 3 would partially overlap with the land area associated with the Proposed Action, but 
would be shifted towards the south and east. 

The conformance of A lternative 3 with the FLPMA and the CDCA Plan, including the MUC 
Guidelines in Table 1 of the CDCA Plan, would be the same as discussed under Alternative 1. 

 

Construction 
During construction of  A lternative 3,  pot ential impacts t o l ands and realty would be similar to 
those described under “Construction” for Alternative 1.  Construction of Alternative 3 would also 
require fencing of the project area and restricting access to only authorized users.  Any impacts 
associated with this restriction of access w ould be per manent, c ontinuing t hroughout t he 
construction and oper ations and m aintenance phases of  the project.  Mitigation measure MM-
Lands-1 would require the Applicant t o m inimize di sturbance of  ex isting l and us es t hrough 
coordination with the owners. 

 

Utility Corridors 
Impacts to Utility Corridors BB and D would be similar to those for the Proposed Action.  The 
land area for Alternative 3 would cover approximately 1.7 miles (81 percent) of the 2-mile width 
of Corridor D, leaving 0.3 miles available for future uses.  Alternative 3 would also cover 0.95 
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miles (42 percent) of  the 2.25-mile width of  Corridor BB.  Although the proposed facility would 
result in limiting the av ailable ar ea w ithin these c orridors, f uture l inear f acilities c ould s till be 
placed in the remaining portions of these corridors. 

 

Open Routes 
Impacts to ex isting open r outes of  t ravel associated with A lternative 3 would be the same as 
those as sociated w ith t he P roposed A ction.  These routes include r oute 699226 ( 1.9 miles 
encompassed by Alternative 3), 699198 ( 2.0 miles), and 699238 ( 1.3 miles).  A  t otal of  5.2 
miles of  existing open r outes would be i mpacted under Alternative 3.  Under Alternative 3, the 
portions of  t hese r outes w ithin t he f enced pr oject ar ea w ould be c losed.  I n t heir pl ace, the 
Applicant w ould r e-direct the routes outside of the perimeter of  t he f enced f acility, and B LM 
would authorize the re-directed roads as open r outes.  The locations of the current routes and 
the proposed location for the re-routed roads are presented in Figure 4.6-3. 

 

Water Production Wells 
The impact on the existing groundwater production well, water pipeline, and access roads which 
are operated under B LM R OW by  P rimmadonna would be t he s ame under  A lternative 3 as  
under the Proposed Action. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
As discussed abov e under  “ Construction”, pot ential l and us e i mpacts as sociated w ith 
Alternative 3 would occur as  a r esult of t he f encing of  t he project area and r estriction of  s ite 
access.  This restriction would begin during construction, and would be maintained dur ing the 
operations phas e.  N o addi tional i mpacts w ould be as sociated w ith oper ations and 
maintenance. 

 

Decommissioning 
During the decommissioning of  this alternative, potential impacts to lands and r ealty would be 
the same as described under “Decommissioning” for Alternative 1. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The modification of the boundary of the Ivanpah DWMA would be similar under Alternative 3 as 
Alternative 1, except it would include a slightly different land area.  Under Alternative 3, the land 
area that would be added to the DWMA is shown in Table 4.6-3. 

Table 4.6-3. Acreage to be Modified in Ivanpah DWMA, Alternative 3 
Land Area Acreage in Land Area 

Current Ivanpah DWMA 37,280 ac 
Total in Northern Ivanpah Unit + 29,110 ac 
Ivanpah SEGS -3,471 ac 
Caltrans JPOE -133 ac 
Desert Express -109 ac 
Stateline Alternative 3 -2,151 ac 
Subtotal New Acreage Added to DWMA 23,246 ac 
Removal of Ivanpah Playa -2,997 ac 
Final Total in Modified DWMA 57,529 ac 
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As part of Alternative 3, t he land use r estrictions discussed as part of  the Proposed Action 
would be applied to the newly added acreage. 

Because modification of the boundary of the Ivanpah DWMA would be accomplished through a 
CDCA Plan amendment, the action of modifying the boundary would conform to the CDCA 
Plan. 

 

4.6.5.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 

L&R-2  
The CEQA significance determinations of lands and realty for Alternative 3 would be identical to 
those for Alternative 1. 
 

4.6.6 Alternative 4: Reduced Acreage Alternative 

4.6.6.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 4 is conceptually similar to the Proposed Action (Alternative 1), but would be placed 
within a different land area w hich comprises 1,766 ac.  T he l and ar ea as sociated w ith 
Alternative 4 would be the same as the northern portion of the bifurcated footprint of Alternative 
2.  The conformance of Alternative 4 with the FLPMA and t he CDCA Plan, including the MUC 
Guidelines in Table 1 of the CDCA Plan, would be the same as discussed under Alternative 1. 

 

Construction 
During construction of  A lternative 4 , potential impacts to lands and r ealty would be s imilar t o 
those described under “Construction” for Alternative 1, however lesser in magnitude given the 
smaller s ize of  t he P roject c onfiguration under  A lternative 4.   Construction of  A lternative 4 
would also require fencing of the project area and restricting access to only authorized users.  
Any impacts as sociated w ith t his r estriction of  ac cess w ould be per manent, c ontinuing 
throughout the construction and operations and maintenance phases of the project.  Mitigation 
measure MM-Lands-1 would require the Applicant to minimize disturbance of existing land uses 
through coordination with the owners. 

 

Utility Corridors 
Impacts to Utility Corridors BB and D would be similar to those for the Proposed Action.  The 
entirety of the footprint for Alternative 4 would be located within existing Utility Corridors D and 
BB.  The land area for the footprint would cover approximately 1.0 miles (48 percent) of the 2-
mile w idth of  C orridor D , and 0. 95 m iles ( 42 per cent) of  t he 2. 25-mile w idth of  C orridor B B.   
Overall, A lternative 4 would cover a much smaller portion of Corridor D than the Proposed 
Action, leaving a 1-mile width of Corridor D open to future uses. 

 

Open Routes 
Impacts to ex isting open r outes of  t ravel associated with A lternative 4 would be the same as 
those for Alternative 2.  The Alternative 4 project area includes two routes of travel designated 
by BLM as open routes.  These routes include route 699198 (1.6 miles encompassed by the 
Alternative 4 project area) and 699238 (1.3 miles).  A  total of 2.9 miles of existing open routes 
would be impacted under Alternative 4.  Similar to the Proposed Action, the portions of these 
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routes within the fenced project area would be closed under Alternative 4.  In their place, the 
Applicant w ould r e-direct the routes outside of the perimeter of  t he f enced f acility, and B LM 
would authorize the re-directed roads as open routes. 

 

Water Production Wells 
The pr oject ar ea as sociated w ith A lternative 4 would not  enc lose t he ex isting groundwater 
production w ell, w ater pi peline, and ac cess r oads w hich are operated under BLM ROW by 
Primmadonna.  T herefore, A lternative 4 would not  c reate any  c onflict w ith t he ex isting 
Primmadonna ROW. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
As discussed abov e under  “ Construction”, pot ential l and us e i mpacts as sociated w ith 
Alternative 4 would occur as a result of t he f encing of  t he project area and r estriction of  s ite 
access.  This restriction would begin during construction, and would be maintained dur ing the 
operations phase.  A s with the construction phase, the potential conflict with the current ROW 
held by Primmadonna for groundwater production would not occur under Alternative 4.  No  
additional impacts would be associated with operations and maintenance. 

 

Decommissioning 
During the decommissioning of  this alternative, potential impacts to lands and realty would be 
the same as described under “Decommissioning” for Alternative 1. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The modification of the boundary of the Ivanpah DWMA would be similar under Alternative 4 as 
Alternative 1, except it would include a di fferent land area.  U nder Alternative 4, the land area 
that would be added to the DWMA is shown in Table 4.6-4. 

 
Table 4.6-4. Acreage to be Modified in Ivanpah DWMA, Alternative 4 

Land Area Acreage in Land Area 
Current Ivanpah DWMA 37,280 ac 
Total in Northern Ivanpah Unit + 29,110 ac 
Ivanpah SEGS -3,471 ac 
Caltrans JPOE -133 ac 
Desert Express -109 ac 
Stateline Alternative 4 -1,766 ac 
Subtotal New Acreage Added to DWMA 23,631 ac 
Removal of Ivanpah Playa -2,997 ac 
Final Total in Modified DWMA 57,914 ac 

 

As part of Alternative 4, the land use restrictions di scussed as part of t he Proposed Action 
would be applied to the newly added acreage. 

Because modification of the boundary of the Ivanpah DWMA would be accomplished through a 
CDCA Plan amendment, the action of modifying the boundary would conform to the CDCA 
Plan. 
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4.6.6.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 

L&R-2  
The CEQA significance determinations of lands and realty for Alternative 4 would be identical to 
those for Alternative 1. Alternative 4 would not result in a substantial lessening of any significant 
environmental impacts as compared to the other alternatives. 
 

4.6.7 Alternative 5: No Action Alternative 

4.6.7.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under this alternative, the BLM would not approve the proposed facility and would not amend 
the CDCA Plan.  As a result, no solar energy project would be constructed, and the BLM would 
continue to manage the site consistent with the existing land use designation in the CDCA Plan. 
As a result, none of t he impacts t o lands and realty from c onstruction and oper ation of  t he 
Project would occur. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The boundaries of  t he ex isting I vanpah D WMA would not  be m odified under t his al ternative.  
Land uses associated with the Ivanpah DWMA would continue as they are today. 

 

4.6.7.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Because the actions taken, or not taken, under Alternative 5 would be done in a manner that 
complies with FLPMA, and would conform to the CDCA P lan, there w ould be no l ands and 
realty impacts under Alternative 5. 

 

4.6.8 Alternative 6: No Project, Exclude Solar Alternative 

4.6.8.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 6 would include a finding by B LM t hat t he s ite i s not  s uitable f or s olar ener gy 
development, and no project would be approved.  As a result, no solar energy project would be 
constructed on the s ite, and t he BLM would c ontinue t o m anage t he s ite c onsistent w ith t he 
existing land use designation in the CDCA Plan. 

Because t he C DCA P lan w ould be am ended t o m ake t he ar ea unav ailable f or future solar 
energy development, it i s expected t hat t he s ite would r emain i n its ex isting condition unless 
another use is designated in this amendment.  As a result, access to the site would not change 
and existing land uses would continue without any disruptions from construction of solar energy 
facilities.  As such, this No Project Alternative would have no adverse impact on lands and 
realty within and adjacent to the site in the long-term. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The boundaries of the existing Ivanpah D WMA w ould not  be m odified under A lternative 6.  
Land uses associated with the Ivanpah DWMA would continue as they are today. 
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4.6.8.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Because the actions taken under Alternative 6 would be done in a manner that complies with 
FLPMA, and would conform to the CDCA Plan, t here w ould be no l ands and r ealty im pacts 
under Alternative 6. 

 

4.6.9 Alternative 7: No Project, Approve Solar Alternative 

4.6.9.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 7 would include a finding by B LM t hat t he s ite i s not  s uitable f or s olar ener gy 
development, and none of the action alternatives would be approved.  The Stateline Solar Farm 
Project would not be constructed on the project site and the project site would remain vacant in 
the near -term.  U nder t his al ternative, t he B LM w ould not  appr ove t he pr oposed facility, but 
would am end t he C DCA Plan to allow f or ot her s olar pr ojects on t he s ite.  A s a r esult, i t i s 
possible that another solar energy project could be constructed on the site. 

If this were to occur, it is likely that the construction and operations impacts to lands and realty 
would be similar to those identified for the Proposed Action. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The boundaries of the existing Ivanpah D WMA w ould not  be m odified under A lternative 7.  
Land uses associated with the Ivanpah DWMA would continue as they are today. 

 

4.6.9.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Because the actions taken under Alternative 7 would be done in a manner that complies with 
FLPMA, and would conform to the CDCA Plan, t here w ould be no l ands and r ealty i mpacts 
under Alternative 7. 

 

4.6.10 Cumulative Impacts 

4.6.10.1 Geographic Extent/Context 
The geographic scope for the analysis of cumulative impacts related to lands and realty are the 
local and regional communities and sensitive receptors.  Cumulative impacts to lands and realty 
could result from the physical division of an established community, or f rom conflicts with any 
applicable land use plans, policies, or regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating env ironmental i mpacts.  T herefore, t his anal ysis i ncludes t he r enewable energy 
projects within the I vanpah Valley area which may incur similar impacts to the existing onsite 
land uses and the surrounding communities, and which would also have to undergo a similar 
consistency analysis for plans, policies, and regulations as the proposed Stateline Solar Farm 
facility. 

 

4.6.10.2 Existing Cumulative Conditions 
Past and present projects occurring in the vicinity of the proposed facility include recreational 
activities; mining; solar dev elopment; utility c orridors us ed f or transmission of  el ectric pow er, 
natural g as, pet roleum products and c ommunications; transportation i nfrastructure ( highway 
and railroad, both existing and proposed); and grazing. 
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4.6.10.3 Reasonably Foreseeable Projects 
Table 4. 1-1 pr ovides a l ist of  c urrent and reasonably foreseeable projects, including other 
proposed or appr oved r enewable ener gy pr ojects, v arious B LM aut horized ac tions/activities, 
proposed or approved projects within the County’s jurisdiction, and other actions/activities that 
the agencies c onsider r easonably f oreseeable.  T able 4. 1-2 summarizes the c umulative 
projects that would have the potential to combine with the Proposed Action and result in 
cumulative impacts to lands and realty.  Most of these projects have either undergone 
independent environmental review pursuant to NEPA and/or CEQA, or will do so prior to 
approval.  E ven i f env ironmental r eview has not been c ompleted f or t he c umulative pr ojects 
described in Table 4.1-2, their effects were considered in the cumulative impacts analysis in the 
draft EIS/EIR. 

Projects currently under construction in the vicinity of the proposed facility include the Ivanpah 
SEGS solar facility (3,471 acres), the Eldorado-Ivanpah Transmission Project (EITP), Mountain 
Pass Lateral nat ural gas pipeline, and expansion of  t he M olycorp M inerals, LLC  r are ear ths 
mine.  P roposed pr ojects i n t he v icinity of  t he pr oposed f acility t hat would have potentially 
adverse impacts to lands and realty include the Ivanpah SEGS solar facility, the ElTP, 
expansion of  Molycorp Mine, t he Southern Nevada Supplemental A irport, Desert X press high 
speed passenger rail line, Silver State Phase 2 solar facility, and the Calnev Pipeline Expansion 
Project. 

 

4.6.10.4 Cumulative Impacts associated with Proposed Action 

Construction 
The proposed developments near the project site that would have the potential t o i nduce 
cumulative impacts to l ands and r ealty i nclude t housands of  ac res of  r enewable ener gy 
generation projects t hat w ould hav e t he pot ential t o conflict w ith existing land uses.  It is 
expected t hat one or  m ore of  t he c umulative pr ojects des cribed abov e m ay be under 
construction at the same time as the Proposed Action.  In particular, expansion at Molycorp and 
construction of the Ivanpah SEGS facility and EITP are expected to continue through 2013, and 
construction of  t he Calnev P ipeline Expansion Project and t he Mountain Pass Lat eral pr oject 
are expected to occur in 2013.   A s a r esult, t here m ay be s hort-term i mpacts dur ing 
construction of these cumulative projects to lands and realty.  However, in consideration of 
cumulative land use compatibility impacts, the implementation of renewable projects in southern 
California and N evada w ould oc cur m ostly i n undev eloped des ert l ands or areas of rural 
development (refer Sections 4.8, 4.12, and 4.15 for cumulative impacts associated with mineral 
resources, recreation, and lands under special designations, respectively), and would not create 
physical divisions of established residential communities.  In addition, these projects would be 
constructed i n ac cordance w ith B LM’s C DCA P lan, B LM’s l and us e pl ans app licable t o t he 
portion of  I vanpah V alley i n s outhern N evada, and the S an B ernardino C ounty G eneral pl an 
and the applicable land use plan for Clark County, Nevada as applicable. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
It i s expected that al l of  t he cumulative projects described above would be operational at the 
same time as the Proposed Action.  As a result, there may be long-term i mpacts dur ing 
operation of those cumulative projects related to lands and realty. 

The Proposed A ction w ould c ontribute t o t hese pos sible l ong-term oper ational c umulative 
impacts s ince t housands of  ac res of  l and ar e pr oposed f or s olar ener gy and ot her 
developments in t he I vanpah Valley area.  T he conversion of  t hese lands would permanently 
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preclude numerous ex isting land us es including recreation, w ilderness, r angeland, and open 
space for the duration of the operation of those projects.  Because the Proposed Action would 
preclude certain land uses on the 2,143 acre project footprint, operation of the Proposed Action 
would contribute to this reduction in land available for these other uses. 

 

Decommissioning 
The decommissioning of the Proposed Action is expected to result in adverse impacts similar to 
those identified for construction.  D isruptions f rom t he dec ommissioning ac tivities as sociated 
with other renewable energy and other projects would have the potential to combine with those 
of the Proposed Action, which could result in an adverse c umulative impact.  However, the 
Proposed A ction’s c ontribution t o c umulative i mpacts t o l ands and r ealty dur ing 
decommissioning w ould be t emporary.  Fol lowing dec ommissioning in accordance w ith t he 
Applicant’s D ecommissioning P lan ( First S olar 2012d) , t he l and ar ea as sociated w ith t he 
Proposed Action would again become available for other uses, and adverse impacts associated 
with the project would cease. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
Modification of the boundary of the existing Ivanpah DWMA would have an effect on future land 
uses that ar e aut horized w ithin t he newly added por tions of  t he DWMA.  The l and us e 
restrictions that are currently applied to the 37,280 acre Ivanpah DWMA, which are discussed 
as par t of  the evaluation of the Proposed A ction, would be extended to cover an additional 
23,254 acres within the N orthern I vanpah V alley U nit.  T hese l and us e r estrictions i nclude a 
cumulative 1 percent total surface area disturbance within the DWMA.  Therefore, the action of 
modifying the boundary of  t he D WMA w ould f urther r estrict l and us es w ithin the appl icable 
portion of  the Ivanpah V alley.  Because m odification of  t he boundar y of  t he I vanpah D WMA 
would be accomplished through a CDCA Plan amendment, the action of modifying the 
boundary would conform to the CDCA Plan. 

 

4.6.10.5 CEQA Significance Determinations 

L&R-2  
Because the Proposed Project, current projects, and reasonably foreseeable future projects 
have been, and would be, considered by the agencies within the context of the CDCA Plan, San 
Bernardino County General Plan, and other applicable land use plans, policies, and regulations, 
the Proposed Action would not contribute to adverse cumulative effects on lands and realty. 
 

4.6.10.6 Alternatives 

Alternative 2: 2,385 Ac Alternative 
The land use associated with Alternative 2 would be approximately the same as that associated 
with the P roposed A ction.  T herefore, t he c umulative i mpacts as sociated w ith A lternative 2 
would be the same as those described above for the Proposed Action. 
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Alternative 3: 2,151 Ac Alternative 
The land use associated with Alternative 3 would be approximately the same as that associated 
with the P roposed A ction.  T herefore, t he c umulative i mpacts as sociated w ith A lternative 3 
would be the same as those described above for the Proposed Action. 

 

Alternative 4: Reduced Acreage Alternative 
The land use associated with Alternative 4 w ould be r educed f rom those associated with the 
Proposed A ction.  T herefore, t he c umulative i mpacts as sociated w ith A lternative 4 w ould be 
reduced from those described above for the Proposed Action. 

 

Alternative 5: No Action Alternative 
Alternative 5,  the No Action Alternative, would not contribute to cumulative impacts to existing 
land uses. 

 

Alternative 6: No Project, Exclude Solar Alternative 
By denying the solar energy application, Alternative 6 would allow existing land uses to continue 
on the project site as they are today.  Therefore, this alternative would not contribute to impacts 
associated with the removal of  the 2,143 acre Proposed Action footprint from other land uses.  
However, by excluding the proposed facility area from future solar development, Alternative 6 
would c ontribute i ncrementally t o t he r eduction i n t he am ount of  l and area available for 
renewable energy development. 

 

Alternative 7: No Project, Approve Solar Alternative 
By denying the solar energy application, Alternative 7 would allow existing land uses to continue 
on t he pr oject s ite as  t hey ar e today.  In addition, Alternative 7 would not  i nclude any  
management ac tions t hat r estrict f uture us es of  t he s ite.  T herefore, A lternative 7 would not  
contribute to cumulative impacts to lands and realty. 

 

4.6.11 Mitigation Measures 

MM-Lands-1: The project shall be designed to accommodate existing uses, including the 
Primm groundwater wells and pipeline.  If disturbance or m odification of ex isting uses were 
necessary, the Applicant shall coordinate with the owners to determine an acceptable solution.  
Any s uch s olutions/agreements s hall be pr epared i n w riting and s ubmitted t o t he BLM and 
County. 

MM-Lands-2: The Decommissioning Plan shall ensure compliance with all applicable federal, 
State, and local plans, policies, and regulations at the time of decommissioning. 

 

4.6.12 Residual Impacts After Mitigation 
There would be no adverse, unavoidable impacts to lands and realty as a result of construction, 
operation and maintenance, or decommissioning of the Proposed Action. 
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4.7 Livestock Grazing 
4.7.1 Methodology for Analysis 
This s ection ev aluates whether t he P roposed A ction and al ternatives w ould c omply with 
applicable laws and r egulations pertaining to land use for grazing purposes.  It also evaluates 
the scope of the potential impacts to livestock grazing as a result of the Proposed Action and 
alternatives. 

 
4.7.2 CEQA Significance Criteria 
CEQA does  no t p rovide s pecific s ignificance c riteria for i mpacts t o l ivestock grazing.  
Consequently, no C EQA s ignificance de terminations hav e been m ade f or t he anal ysis of  
livestock grazing impacts below. 

 

4.7.3 Alternative 1: Proposed Action 
Impacts to livestock grazing associated with the Proposed Action would occur as a result of the 
conversion of the Project site to an industrial use.  This section also evaluates the potential for 
solar farm-related construction, operations and maintenance, and decommissioning activities to 
impact grazing activities on properties adjacent to the project area.   

 

4.7.3.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Fencing o f t he pr oject a rea and c onstruction an d oper ation o f a s olar facility would pr eclude 
future use of the project area for grazing for the duration of the Project.    P ursuant to 43 CFR 
4100, Section 4110.4-2 (b) when grazed public lands within allotments, or smaller portions, are 
disposed of or devoted to a public purpose other than livestock grazing, adjustments to the 
grazing lease’s active use AUMs may have to be made to reflect the loss of available livestock 
forage f rom t hat area.  According t o the appl icable regulations 43 C FR 4110. 4-2(b), B LM i s 
required to provide permittees and l essees with 2 year’s prior notification before such changes 
are made.  In the case of the Clark Mountain Grazing Allotment, the leaseholder was notified by 
certified letter on October 19, 2011, that the land is being considered for another purpose that 
could result in a partial or complete reduction in the leaseholders permitted use of the affected 
area.  If the Proposed Action is approved, then the 2,143 ac associated with the Project’s ROW 
grant would be devoted to another public purposes and unavailable for grazing for the duration 
of the project.  This reduction in acreage may impact the number of acres available for grazing 
the AUMs.  The impact of the Project, if approved, on total allotment AUMs will be evaluated as 
part of the BLM’s review of the lease renewal for the allotment. 

For purposes of this NEPA analysis, it is assumed that the Proposed Action would cause 2,143 
ac of land within the Clark Mountain Allotment to been unavailable for grazing.  Assuming AUMs 
are distributed proportionally across the al lotment, such a reduction would translate to roughly 
33 A UMs.  T his i s a c onservative es timate o f t he P roject’s i mpact o n gr azing bec ause, a s 
explained in Chapter 3, the lands within the Project site have some of the least productive lands 
from a f orage perspective.  G razing is expected to continue on the remaining ac reage of t he 
allotment as the Proposed Action would not result in changing the amount of grazing that would 
occur in the remainder of the allotment.  As a result, approval of the Proposed Action would only 
result in minor impacts to the livestock operator, his livestock, and t he quality of the remainder 
of t he al lotment as  w ildlife habi tat, recreational use, or  ot her m ultiple us es.  The g eographic 
scope o f t he i mpact w ould i nclude onl y t he s olar R OW area c omprising a  r elatively s mall 
amount (2,143 ac, or 2.2 percent) of the total Clark Mountain Grazing Allotment. 
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Construction 
Construction activities are not expected to have any effect on the portions of the grazing 
allotment that would remain active.  When livestock are present on the allotment, it is 
anticipated that they will not visit ar eas immediately around the project site for two reasons 
related to the availability of water:  1) there are no water sources in the immediate vicinity of the 
project; and 2 ) there are other locations within the al lotment more distant f rom the project site 
that o ffer m ore des irable forage and w ater to s upport l ivestock grazing.  In addition, t he 
construction activities are not expected to have any impact on the ability to graze cattle on 
adjacent lands through vehicle strikes, noise, air emissions, or reduction of water or forage. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Similar to construction, operation and maintenance activities are not expected to have any effect 
on t he portions o f t he grazing al lotment that w ould r emain a ctive.  A ctivities as sociated w ith 
operation and maintenance are not expected to have any impact on the ability to graze cattle on 
adjacent lands through vehicle strikes, noise, air emissions, or reduction of water or forage. 

 

Decommissioning 
The activities associated with decommissioning would generally occur within the same fenced 
area as project construction and operations.  No further land use would be associated with 
decommissioning, so no additional impacts to the grazing allotment would occur.  Upon project 
closure and dec ommissioning, t he l and t hat c omprises the pr oject footprint w ould be  
rehabilitated to reestablish plant communities originally occurring on the site before the original 
grant was issued.  Fol lowing the achievement of the objectives for rehabilitation, as outlined in 
the rehabilitation plan, the ROW grant would then be c ancelled, which ul timately would make 
the reclaimed land available for grazing again, which may necessitate adjustment to total 
permitting AUMs, subject to the applicable legal requirements in effect at that time.   

 
Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The m odification of the boundar y of the ex isting I vanpah D WMA w ould place r estrictions o n 
grazing activities that could occur within the 23,254 acre portion of the allotment that would be 
added to the Ivanpah DWMA.  These restrictions are discussed on Page 2-29 of the NEMO EIS 
(BLM 2002). 

 

4.7.3.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
CEQA does not require significance determinations for impacts to livestock grazing. 

 

4.7.4 Alternative 2: 2,385 Ac Alternative 
4.7.4.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 2 is conceptually similar to the Proposed Action (Alternative 1), but would be placed 
within a different land area which comprises 2,385 ac.  The land area associated with 
Alternative 2 would par tially o verlap with t he l and ar ea as sociated w ith the P roposed A ction 
north of the Primm Valley Golf Course, but would also include a parcel on the south side of the 
Primm Valley Golf Course.  Both areas are currently included within the boundaries of the Clark 
Mountain Grazing Allotment.  As a r esult, Alternative 2 would preclude grazing on 2,385 ac 
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which could impact up to 37 AUMs currently authorized on the Clark Mountain Allotment.  As 
with the Proposed Action, Alternative 2 would not result in changing the amount of grazing that 
would oc cur i n t he r emainder o f t he al lotment.  The adv erse i mpact to t he C lark M ountain 
Grazing A llotment caused by A lternative 2 ( 2,385 ac  and 37 A UMs) would be s lightly g reater 
than for t he P roposed A ction ( 2,143 ac  and 33 A UMs).  A s with t he P roposed A ction, t he 
specific impact of Alternative 2, if approved, on total allotment AUMs will be evaluated as part of 
the BLM’s review of the lease renewal for the allotment. 

The construction, operation, and maintenance activities associated with Alternative 2 w ould be 
the same as those associated with the Proposed Action.  As discussed for the Proposed Action, 
these activities are not expected to have any effect on the portions of the grazing allotment that 
would remain active.  Activities associated with construction, operation and maintenance, and 
decommissioning a re also not ex pected to hav e any  i mpact on the abi lity t o gr aze c attle on  
adjacent lands through vehicle strikes, noise, air emissions, or reduction of water or forage. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The m odification of the boundar y o f t he Ivanpah D WMA w ould be appr oximately t he s ame 
under Alternative 2 as  Alternative 1.  As discussed for the Proposed Action, modification of the 
boundary of the existing Ivanpah DWMA would result in additional restrictions on grazing within 
the portion of the allotment that is located within the DWMA. 

 

4.7.4.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
CEQA does not require significance determinations for impacts to livestock grazing. 

 

4.7.5 Alternative 3: 2,151 Ac Alternative 
4.7.5.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 3 is conceptually similar to the Proposed Action (Alternative 1), but would be placed 
within a different land area which comprises 2,151 ac.  The land area associated with 
Alternative 3 would partially overlap with the land area associated with the Proposed Action, but 
would be shifted towards the south and east.  The entire area is currently included within the 
boundaries of the Clark Mountain Grazing Allotment.  As a result, Alternative 3 would preclude 
grazing on 2, 151 ac  w hich c ould i mpact up t o 33 AUMs currently aut horized on t he C lark 
Mountain A llotment.  A s w ith P roposed Action, Alternative 3 would not  r esult i n changing the 
amount of grazing that would occur in the remainder of the allotment.  The adverse impact to 
the Clark Mountain Grazing Allotment caused by Alternative 3 ( 2,151 ac and 33 AUMs) would 
be the same as the Proposed Action (2,143 ac and 33 AUMs).  As with the Proposed Action, the 
specific impact of Alternative 3, if approved, on total allotment AUMs will be evaluated as part of 
the BLM’s review of the lease renewal for the allotment. 

The construction, operation, and maintenance activities associated with Alternative 3 w ould be 
the same as those associated with the Proposed Action.  As discussed for the Proposed Action, 
these activities are not expected to have any effect on the portions of the grazing allotment that 
would remain active.  Activities associated with construction, operation and maintenance, and 
decommissioning a re also not ex pected to hav e any  i mpact on the abi lity t o gr aze c attle on  
adjacent lands through vehicle strikes, noise, air emissions, or reduction of water or forage. 
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Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The modification o f t he boundar y o f t he Ivanpah D WMA w ould be appr oximately t he s ame 
under Alternative 3 as  Alternative 1.  As discussed for the Proposed Action, modification of the 
boundary of the existing Ivanpah DWMA would result in additional restrictions on grazing within 
the portion of the allotment that is located within the DWMA. 

 

4.7.5.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
CEQA does not require significance determinations for impacts to livestock grazing. 

 

4.7.6 Alternative 4: Reduced Acreage Alternative 
4.7.6.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Construction ac tivities associated w ith A lternative 4 would be t he s ame as  t hose o f the 
Proposed Action, but would be of a smaller scale.  The project site under Alternative 4 is 1,766 
ac, or about 377 ac (17 percent) smaller than the project site under the Proposed Action.  The 
land area associated with Alternative 4 is included within the boundaries of the Clark Mountain 
Grazing Allotment.  As a result, Alternative 4 would preclude grazing on 1,766 ac which could 
impact up to 27 AUMs currently authorized on the Clark Mountain Allotment.  As with Proposed 
Action, Alternative 4 would not result in changing the amount of grazing that would occur in the 
remainder of t he allotment.  The adv erse i mpact t o t he C lark M ountain G razing A llotment 
caused by Alternative 4 ( 1,766 ac and 27 A UMs) would be l ower than for the Proposed Action 
(2,143 ac and 33 A UMs).  As with the Proposed Action, the specific impact of Alternative 4,  if 
approved, on total allotment AUMs will be evaluated as part of the BLM’s review of the lease 
renewal for the allotment. 

The construction, operation, and maintenance activities associated with Alternative 4 w ould be 
the same as those associated with the Proposed Action.  As discussed for the Proposed Action, 
these activities are not expected to have any effect on the portions of the grazing allotment that 
would remain active.  Activities associated with construction, operation and maintenance, and 
decommissioning a re also not ex pected to hav e any  i mpact on the abi lity t o gr aze c attle on  
adjacent lands through vehicle strikes, noise, air emissions, or reduction of water or forage. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The modification o f t he boundar y o f t he Ivanpah D WMA w ould be appr oximately t he s ame 
under Alternative 4 as  Alternative 1.  As discussed for the Proposed Action, modification of the 
boundary of the existing Ivanpah DWMA would result in additional restrictions on grazing within 
the portion of the allotment that is located within the DWMA. 

 

4.7.6.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
CEQA does not require significance determinations for impacts to livestock grazing. 
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4.7.7 Alternative 5: No Action Alternative 
4.7.7.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under this alternative, the BLM would not approve the proposed facility and would not amend 
the CDCA Plan.  As a result, no solar energy project would be constructed, and the BLM would 
continue to manage the site consistent with the existing land use designations. 

Because there would be no amendment to the CDCA Plan and no solar project approved for the 
site under  this alternative, no new s tructures or facilities would be c onstructed, operated, or 
decommissioned on the s ite and no new  g round di sturbance w ould oc cur.  A s a result, no  
impacts to grazing from construction, operation, or decommissioning of the project would occur. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The bounda ries o f t he existing I vanpah DWMA w ould not  be m odified under this alternative.  
Land uses associated with the Ivanpah DWMA would continue as they are today. 

 

4.7.7.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
CEQA does not require significance determinations for impacts to livestock grazing. 

 

4.7.8 Alternative 6: No Project, Exclude Solar Alternative 
4.7.8.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 6 w ould i nclude a finding by  B LM t hat the s ite i s no t s uitable for s olar ene rgy 
development, and no project would be approved.  As a result, no solar energy project would be 
constructed on the s ite, and the B LM w ould c ontinue t o m anage t he s ite c onsistent w ith t he 
existing land use designations. 

Because t he C DCA P lan w ould be am ended t o m ake t he ar ea unavailable f or future s olar 
energy development, it is expected that the site would remain in its existing condition, and would 
remain as part of the Clark Mountain Grazing Allotment.  As a result, current use of the land for 
grazing would not change, and would continue without any disruptions from construction of solar 
energy facilities. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The boundaries of the existing Ivanpah DWMA would not be modified under Alternative 6.  Land 
uses associated with the Ivanpah DWMA would continue as they are today. 

 

4.7.8.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
CEQA does not require significance determinations for impacts to livestock grazing. 

 

4.7.9 Alternative 7: No Project, Approve Solar Alternative 
4.7.9.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 7 w ould i nclude a  finding by  B LM t hat the s ite i s no t s uitable for s olar ene rgy 
development, and none of the action alternatives would be approved.  The Stateline Solar Farm 
Project would not be constructed on the project site and the project site would remain vacant in 
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the near -term.  U nder this al ternative, t he B LM w ould not  appr ove t he pr oposed facility, but  
would am end t he C DCA P lan t o al low f or o ther s olar pr ojects on the site.  A s a result, i t i s 
possible that another solar energy project could be constructed on the site. 

If this were to occur, it is likely that the construction and operations impacts to grazing would be 
similar to those identified for the Proposed Action.  If a solar or other renewable energy facility is 
proposed on the site in the future, the impact on the grazing allotment would be considered in a 
project-specific environmental analysis that would occur at the time of such a proposal. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The boundaries of the existing Ivanpah DWMA would not be modified under Alternative 7.  Land 
uses associated with the Ivanpah DWMA would continue as they are today. 

 

4.7.9.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
CEQA does not require significance determinations for impacts to livestock grazing. 

 

4.7.10 Cumulative Impacts 
4.7.10.1 Geographic Extent/Context 
The g eographic s cope f or t he anal ysis of  c umulative i mpacts r elated t o g razing i s t he 
geographic area included in the Clark Mountain Grazing Allotment.  C umulative impacts to the 
allotment c ould r esult from multiple pr ojects w hich w ould r educe t he ac reage and A UMs 
associated with the allotment.  Impacts include an increase in the risk of vehicle strikes, from a 
release of hazardous materials to adjacent rangelands, or through reduction in forage due to the 
following cumulative project activities. 

• Mountain Pass Lateral project 

• Joint Port of Entry (JPOE) 

• Ivanpah SEGS 

• Eldorado Ivanpah Transmission Project (EITP) 

• Desert Xpress 

• Clark Mountain Grazing Allotment 

• Non-motorized recreation on Ivanpah Dry Lake 

• Modified Ivanpah DWMA 

 

4.7.10.2 Existing Cumulative Conditions 
Past and p resent projects occurring in the v icinity of  the proposed facility include recreational 
activities; m ining; solar development; ut ility c orridors us ed for t ransmission o f el ectric pow er, 
natural gas, petroleum products and communications; transportation infrastructure (highway and 
railroad, both existing and proposed); and grazing.  Impacts to livestock grazing in the planning 
area have been occurring for 100 years or more.  The other past and present projects that have 
contributed to fugitive dus t em issions on or  near t his al lotment i nclude aut horized and 
unauthorized v ehicle us e, m aintenance and c onstruction o f u tility c orridors, and l ocation of 
mining claims.  The net effect of these actions on livestock grazing is the removal of vegetation 
utilized for forage, and the danger of vehicles hitting cattle. 
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4.7.10.3 Reasonably Foreseeable Projects 
Table 4. 1-1 pr ovides a l ist of  c urrent and r easonably f oreseeable pr ojects, i ncluding ot her 
proposed or  appr oved r enewable ener gy pr ojects; v arious BLM aut horized ac tions/activities, 
proposed or approved projects within the County’s jurisdiction, and ot her actions/activities that 
the agencies consider reasonably foreseeable.  Table 4.1-2 summarizes the cumulative projects 
that would have the potential to c ombine with the Proposed Action and result in c umulative 
impacts t o l ands and r ealty.  Most of  t hese pr ojects hav e ei ther under gone i ndependent 
environmental review pursuant to NEPA and/or CEQA, or will do s o prior to approval.  E ven if 
environmental review has  not  been completed for t he cumulative pr ojects des cribed i n T able 
4.1-2, their effects were considered in the cumulative impacts analysis in the draft EIS/EIR. 

Projects currently under construction in the vicinity of  the proposed facility include the Ivanpah 
SEGS s olar facility ( 3,471 ac ), t he E ITP, M ountain P ass Lat eral nat ural g as pi peline, and 
expansion of the Molycorp Minerals, LLC rare earths mine.  Proposed projects in the vicinity of 
the proposed facility that would have potentially adverse impacts to livestock grazing include the 
Ivanpah S EGS s olar facility, t he E lTP, ex pansion o f M olycorp M ine, the S outhern N evada 
Supplemental Airport, Desert Xpress high speed passenger rail line, Silver State Phase 2 solar 
facility, and the Calnev Pipeline Expansion Project. 

 

4.7.10.4 Cumulative Impacts associated with Proposed Action 
Construction 
The current and proposed developments near the project site that would have the potential to 
induce cumulative impacts to the Clark Mountain Grazing Allotment during construction of the 
Stateline Solar facility include Ivanpah SEGS, EITP, and t he Mountain Pass Lateral Project.  It 
is ex pected t hat one or  m ore o f the c umulative pr ojects des cribed above m ay be under  
construction at the same time as the Proposed Action.  In particular, construction of the Ivanpah 
SEGS facility and E ITP ar e ex pected t o c ontinue t hrough 2013 , an d c onstruction o f the 
Mountain Pass Lateral project is expected to occur in 2013.  As a result, there may be short-
term impacts during construction of these cumulative projects to the grazing allotment.  T hese 
impacts could include exposure of cattle to dust emissions, increased risk of vehicle strike, and 
reduction of forage. 

The Ivanpah S EGS an d pr oposed S tateline pr ojects w ould both pr eclude grazing i n those 
portions o f the C lark Mountain A llotment occupied by  t he pr oject.  The Ivanpah SEGS would 
precluded grazing on 3,471 ac, or approximately 3.6 percent.  The Proposed Action would result 
in similar impacts on an addition 2,143 ac, or an addi tional 2.2 percent.  In each instance, the 
Clark Mountain Grazing Allotment leaseholder was notified, pursuant to Section 4110.4-2 (b), by 
certified letter that the lands in question were being considered for another purpose that could 
result in a partial or complete reduction in the leaseholders permitted use.    

The modification would potentially have a direct, adverse impact on the leaseholder by reducing 
the land area available for forage, and potentially reducing the number of animal uni t months 
available to him.  For purpose of analysis, it is assumed that the Proposed Action would cause a 
33 AUM r eduction t o the grazing pr eference on  t he C lark M ountain A llotment, an d t hat the 
Ivanpah S EGS pr oject could r esult i n a 53 A UM r eduction i n g razing.  N either pr oject would 
result in changes to the amount of grazing that would occur in the remainder of the al lotment.  
As a result, this action would result in minor impacts to the livestock operator, his livestock, and 
the quality of the remainder of the allotment as wildlife habitat, recreational use, or other multiple 
uses.  The geographic scope of the cumulative impact would include both the Ivanpah SEGS 
and Stateline Solar facility project areas.  Together, these projects comprise a relatively small 
amount (5,614 ac, or 5.8 percent) of the Clark Mountain Grazing Allotment. 
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The ot her pas t, pr esent, and r easonably f oreseeable f uture pr ojects t hat w ould oc cur dur ing 
construction of the Stateline project would not be incompatible with the grazing al lotment, and 
would not  result in modification o f t he ac reage and A UMs.  Although the E ITP and Mountain 
Pass Lateral projects would occur w ithin the g razing al lotment, t he land area associated with 
these pr ojects w ould b e r eturned to pot ential us e for grazing following c ompletion of t heir 
construction as their area of permanent disturbance is small.  The construction activity for these 
projects would contribute, along with Ivanpah SEGS and the Proposed Action, to an increase in 
construction t raffic, and therefore t he po tential for vehicle s trikes.  These pr ojects would al so 
contribute to t he t emporary and per manent r emoval of  vegetation w ithin t he al lotment, which 
could reduce the total available forage within the allotment. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
It i s expected that al l o f t he cumulative projects described above would be oper ational at  t he 
same time as the Proposed Action.  As a result, there may be long-term impacts during 
operation of those cumulative projects related to the Clark Mountain Grazing Allotment. 

The P roposed A ction w ould contribute t o t hese possible long-term oper ational cumulative 
impacts since thousands of acres of land are proposed for solar energy and other developments 
in and near the grazing allotment.  The conversion of these lands for the Ivanpah SEGS and 
Stateline pr ojects w ould preclude us e of  5, 614 ac  within t he al lotment for future us e a s 
rangeland for the life of the project.  B ecause the Proposed Action would preclude grazing on 
the 2,143 ac project footprint, operation of the Proposed Action would contribute to a portion of 
this reduction in land available for grazing. 

 

Decommissioning 
The decommissioning of the Proposed Action is expected to result in adverse impacts similar to 
those identified f or construction.  D isruptions f rom t he dec ommissioning activities as sociated 
with other renewable energy and other projects would have the potential to combine with those 
of the Proposed Action, which could result in an adverse cumulative impact.  However, the 
Proposed Action’s contribution to cumulative impacts to grazing during decommissioning would 
be temporary.  Fol lowing decommissioning, the land area associated with the Proposed Action 
would be m ade available for o ther uses that conform to the CDCA P lan and other appl icable 
requirements, including grazing, and adverse impacts would cease. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
Modification o f the boundary of  t he ex isting Ivanpah DWMA would not  h ave an ef fect on t he 
grazing allotment, and would not contribute to cumulative impacts to the allotment. 

 

4.7.10.5 CEQA Significance Determinations 
CEQA does not require significance determinations for impacts to livestock grazing. 
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4.7.10.6 Alternatives 
Alternative 2: 2,385 Ac Alternative 
The reduction in the grazing allotment, and physical activities associated with Alternative 2, 
would be approximately the same as that associated with the Proposed Action.  Therefore, the 
cumulative impacts associated with Alternative 2 would be the same as those described above 
for the Proposed Action. 

 

Alternative 3: 2,151 Ac Alternative 
The reduction in the grazing allotment, and physical activities associated with Alternative 3, 
would be approximately the same as that associated with the Proposed Action.  Therefore, the 
cumulative impacts associated with Alternative 3 would be the same as those described above 
for the Proposed Action. 

 

Alternative 4: Reduced Acreage Alternative 
The reduction in the grazing allotment, and physical activities associated with Alternative 4, 
would be smaller than that associated with the Proposed Action.  The acreage that would be 
removed from the al lotment under A lternative 4 would be 1, 766 ac res, as compared to 2 ,143 
acres for t he P roposed A ction.  Therefore, t he c ontribution o f A lternative 4 t o cumulative 
impacts would be lower than those described above for the Proposed Action. 

 

Alternative 5: No Action Alternative 
Under Alternative 5, the No Action Alternative, the solar facility would not be constructed, and 
would therefore not contribute to cumulative impacts to the grazing allotment.   

 

Alternative 6: No Project, Exclude Solar Alternative 
By denying the solar energy application, Alternative 6 would allow existing land uses, including 
grazing, to continue on the project site as they are today.  Therefore, this alternative would not 
contribute to cumulative impacts to the Clark Mountain Grazing Allotment. 

 

Alternative 7: No Project, Approve Solar Alternative 
By denying the solar energy application, Alternative 7 would allow existing land uses, including 
grazing, to continue on t he project site as they are today.  In addition, Alternative 7 would not 
include any management actions that restrict future uses of the site.  Therefore, Alternative 7 
would not  c ontribute t o cumulative i mpacts t o grazing.  I f a di fferent s olar facility w ere t o be  
proposed on the site at a later time, the impacts of that proposal on the grazing allotment would 
be evaluated in a separate environmental analysis to be conducted at that time. 

 

4.7.11 Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures are recommended to address impacts of the Proposed Project to the 
grazing allotment. 
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4.7.12 Residual Impacts After Mitigation 
The reduction in acreage and s tocking rates to the Clark Mountain Grazing Allotment would be 
permanent, and would therefore represent a residual impact under NEPA. 
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4.8 Mineral Resources 
4.8.1 Methodology for Analysis 
This section describes effects on mineral resources that would be caused by implementation of 
the Stateline Solar Farm Proposed Action and alternatives.  The following discussion addresses 
potential environmental impacts associated with construction, operation, and decommissioning 
of the Stateline Solar Farm Proposed Action and alternatives.  A discussion of the cumulative 
impacts related to mineral resources is also included in this section. 

Baseline conditions for the environmental setting relevant to mineral resources are presented in 
Section 3.8 of this draft EIS/EIR.  Construction activities, operation and maintenance activities, 
and dec ommissioning o f the S tateline S olar Far m P roposed A ction an d/or al ternative were 
evaluated bas ed on t heir pot ential t o a ffect t he baseline c onditions.  C onstruction, oper ation, 
and maintenance activities were identified based on analysis provided in the Applicant’s Plan of 
Development (First Solar 2011). 

Based on the scope of the Proposed Action and alternatives, and the affected environment in 
which the project would be implemented, the potential impacts to energy and mineral resources 
identified for evaluation include the potential for the proposed facility to interfere with the 
availability of a mineral or energy resource. 

 
4.8.2 CEQA Significance Criteria 
The following i ndicators w ere us ed t o det ermine i f the pr oposed S tateline S olar Far m w ould 
result in significant impacts to mineral resources under CEQA.  T hese indicators are the same 
as the significance criteria listed for Mineral Resources in the CEQA Environmental Checklist, 
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. 

• MR-1: R esult i n the l oss o f availability of  a known m ineral r esource t hat w ould be of 
value to the region and the residents of the State. 

• MR-2: Result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery 
site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan. 

The proposed facility site is not included as a locally important mineral resource recovery site 
delineated on a ny local g eneral pl an, s pecific plan, or  other l and us e pl an.  Therefore, t he 
criterion MR-2 would not be applicable to the proposed site, and is not address further in this 
section. 

 

4.8.3 Alternative 1: Proposed Action 
4.8.3.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
The analysis of direct and indirect impacts for the Proposed Action is organized according to the 
following project phases: construction; operation and maintenance; and decommissioning. 

No oil, gas, or geothermal fields are located in the vicinity of the proposed Stateline Solar Farm 
project site and no active mineral claims have been made at the site.  No active mining sites are 
located in the immediate vicinity of the project area. 

 

Construction 
Under Alternative 1, the Proposed Action, construction of the proposed action would have the 
potential t o s ubject a  t otal o f 2 ,143 acres on t he solar f arm t o gr ound-disturbing activities.  
These acres would be removed from potential use for sand and gravel production under BLM’s 
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salable mineral program.  In general, sand and gravel resources are widely available throughout 
the region.  The primary consideration in the economic viability of sand and gravel operations is 
the transportation cost, which is driven by t he proximity of  the operation to its point of us e.  
There i s l ikely t o be  w idespread development i n I vanpah V alley t hat would r equire s and and 
gravel resources, but removal of the 2,143-acres area from potential production is not expected 
to have any adverse impact due the widespread availability of these resources.  The proposed 
site represents a small fraction of the total sand and gravel resource available within the valley.  
As a result, the Stateline Solar Farm project would not impact any current or reasonably 
foreseeable development o f g eologic r esources.  However, dur ing c onstruction, t he appl icant 
may need or  desire to move sand and gravel either offsite, or between the different units of the 
facility.  Should this occur, the applicant would be required to comply with BLM regulations in at 
43 CFR Part 3600, which regulates the production and use of sand and gravel from public 
lands.  Use of sand and gravel or other mineral materials within the boundaries of an authorized 
ROW is permitted; however, removal of these materials from an authorized ROW would require 
payment to the US of the fair market value of those materials. 

The Proposed Action would not have any direct or indirect impact on the production of locatable 
or leasable minerals outside of the proposed site boundaries.  There are no active mining claims 
in t he i mmediate ar ea a nd t here a re no i ndications t hat t he a rea m ay experience s ignificant 
economic commercial operations.  If economic operations do occur in the area, the existence of 
the proposed facility is not expected to interfere with the ability of the claimant to access those 
minerals.  The only potential conflict would occur if the claimant or another person locates a new 
claim for locatable minerals underneath the proposed site, within the project boundaries.  This 
could pot entially occur, as t he p roposed l ocation has  not  been w ithdrawn f rom mineral ent ry.  
The po tential for t his s cenario i s ex pected t o b e l ow.  I f i t di d oc cur, conflicts be tween t he 
surface use of the land for solar energy production and access to the subsurface minerals would 
be addr essed i n ac cordance w ith appr opriate r egulations.  Finally, ev en i f the facility di d 
interfere with access to mineral resources during the life of the project, these resources would 
be pr eserved and  would be av ailable f ollowing p roject dec ommissioning. Therefore, t he 
Stateline S olar Far m project w ould not  i mpact any  c urrent or  reasonably f oreseeable 
development of mineral resources.  

Roadways would be developed throughout the project area for construction and operations and 
maintenance activities.  These roads would be graded, compacted earth and would be used for 
delivery of all project components during construction and later during operations and 
maintenance ac tivities.  If det ermined ne cessary by  the A pplicant, for d ust c ontrol pur poses, 
these roads may be upgraded to an aggregate or other dust-free surface.  If upgrades are 
necessary it is likely this aggregate would come from a source(s) within or near the Stateline 
Solar Far m s ite.  The s ource w ould be  i dentified by  a  c onstruction c ontractor and per mitted 
through the BLM.  Sand and gravel resources are common in the area and construction of 
aggregate roadways at the Stateline Solar Farm site would not result in the loss of availability of 
a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and residents of the State, or of a 
locally i mportant mineral r esource recovery s ite.  A dditionally, i t w ould not i nterfere w ith any  
active mining operations. 

Development of  the pr oposed S tateline S olar Far m s ite doe s not  al ter B LM’s j urisdiction or  
authority as  related to mineral c laims and  ex plorations.  C onstruction would not  per manently 
preclude the availability for exploration, extraction, and transport of any mineral resources found 
in the future within the site boundary.  The potential for future explorations for mineral resources 
to oc cur on  t he p roposed S tateline S olar Fa rm s ite du ring t he l ifetime o f the p roject w ould 
continue to be subject to BLM approval. 
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Operation and Maintenance 
Operation and m aintenance activities would include the upkeep of internal access roads which 
could include the occasional application of new gravel surfaces to ensure the integrity of these 
road s urfaces.  I t i s ant icipated t hat t he s ame s ources(s) o f gr avel ut ilized dur ing i nitial 
construction of the roads would be utilized during the operation and maintenance phase.  Gravel 
resources from t he pr e-determined on - or of f-site s ources may be  ex tracted for r oad 
maintenance t hroughout t he l ifetime o f the pr oject.  T he quantity of  a ggregate r equired for 
operation and m aintenance should be l ess than that needed for initial construction.  Operation 
of the proposed plant facilities should not have any adverse impact on mineralogical resources.  
Sand and gravel are common in the area and operation and maintenance of the Stateline Solar 
Farm roadways would not result in the loss of a known mineral resource that would be of value 
to the region and residents of the State, or of a locally important mineral resource recovery site.  
Additionally, operation and maintenance would not interfere with any active mining operations. 

 

Decommissioning 
The decommissioning of the project would be similar to the c onstruction activities described 
earlier, and would include demolition and removal of above-ground and subsurface facilities and 
site contouring and r estoration.  H owever, t he dur ation o f decommissioning would be s horter 
than the duration of construction.  Decommissioning of the proposed Stateline Solar Farm site 
would not require a source of mineral resources such as sand and gravel, and would not result 
in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be o f value to the region and 
the residents of the State, or of a locally important mineral resource recovery site.  Facility 
closure will make land occupied by the Proposed Action once again available for potential future 
development of mineralogical resources within the former project borders. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
Modification of the boundary of the Ivanpah DWMA as part of the Proposed Action would not 
directly impact mineral resources as it would not result in ground disturbing activities, and would 
not explicitly prohibit mineral development in the area.  By placing limitations on future land uses 
that cause surface disturbance within the newly added 23,254 acre area, this action would have 
the pot ential bene ficial impact o f c onserving and pr eserving any  m ineral r esources l ocated 
within this ar ea.  However, the DWMA w ould have a limitation on overall development of 1 
percent of the total land area, and it possible that this restriction could eliminate some future, 
large scale mineral developments. 

 

4.8.3.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
As described above, the proposed Stateline Solar Farm project may require a source of sand 
and gravel during the construction and operation/maintenance phases for roadways throughout 
the site.  Development of the project site would not interfere with any active mining operations, 
and w ould not  c onstitute a s ubstantial i mpact on r egionally or  l ocally i mportant m ineral 
resources.  A s described abov e, dev elopment o f t he project site d oes not  al ter B LM’s 
jurisdiction or authority as related to mineral claims and explorations.  Construction would not 
permanently pr eclude t he av ailability f or ex ploration, ex traction, and transport o f any  m ineral 
resources found in the future within the site boundary.  The potential for future exploration for 
mineral r esources t o oc cur on  t he pr oposed solar f arm site dur ing the l ifetime o f the p roject 
would c ontinue t o be s ubject to B LM appr oval.  S ignificance c onclusions f or t he impacts 
identified for ea ch pha se o f the pr oject ( Construction, Operation an d M aintenance, and  
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Decommissioning) are presented below based on t he CEQA Significance Criteria presented in 
Section 4.8.3. 

 
MR-1 
Construction 
Construction of the proposed solar farm project would not result in impacts associated with the 
loss o f availability of  a known m ineral r esource t hat would be of  value t o t he r egion and the 
residents of the State.  Although construction activities could preclude sand and gravel 
production on t he project site, those mineral resources are widely available in the region.  A ny 
potential ac cess r estrictions as sociated w ith t he t ransportation o f s and and g ravel t o t he s ite 
during construction would be temporary.  Even if the facility did interfere with access to mineral 
resources dur ing t he l ife o f the pr oject, these resources w ould be pr eserved and w ould be 
available following project decommissioning.  Impacts would be less than significant. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Operation and maintenance of the proposed solar facility would not result in impacts associated 
with the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and 
the residents of the state.  A ccess onto and ac ross the proposed Stateline Solar Farm site for 
the purposes of mineral exploration and ex traction would be s ubject t o permitting authority o f 
the B LM, as  c onsistent with ex isting and pr e-project c onditions.  I mpacts would be l ess t han 
significant. 

 

Decommissioning 
Decommissioning of the proposed project would not result in impacts associated with the loss of 
availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of 
the state.  No impact would occur. 

 
4.8.4 Alternative 2: 2,385 Ac Alternative 
4.8.4.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
The anal ysis o f di rect and i ndirect i mpacts for A lternative 2 i s or ganized ac cording t o the 
following project phases: construction; operation and maintenance; and decommissioning. 

 

Construction 
Potential construction impacts associated with Alternative 2 would be similar to those described 
for the Proposed Action.  For Alternative 2, the potential impacts could occur over an area of 
2,385 ac, and t herefore t he pot ential for an i mpact would be  s lightly g reater t han t hat o f t he 
Proposed Action.  Alternative 2 would include implementation of a portion of the solar farm in a 
separate area to the south of the Primm Valley Golf Course.  Based on a review of the geologic 
setting of this area, the potential for mineral resources is expected to be the same as that for the 
area o f the P roposed A ction.  S imilar to t he P roposed A ction, no adv erse i mpacts w ould be  
expected. 
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Operation and Maintenance 
Operation and maintenance ac tivities as sociated w ith A lternative 2 w ould be s imilar to those 
described for the Proposed Action.  Therefore, operations associated with Alternative 2 would 
not have adverse impacts to mineral resources. 

 

Decommissioning 
Similar to the Proposed Action, decommissioning of the project under Alternative 2 would not 
have any adverse impacts on mineral resources. 

 
Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
Modification o f t he boundary of  t he Ivanpah DWMA as  par t o f A lternative 2 w ould not  impact 
mineral resources as it would not result in ground disturbing activities.  By placing limitations on 
future land uses that cause surface disturbance within the newly added 23,012 acre area, this 
action w ould hav e t he pot ential bene ficial i mpact o f c onserving and pr eserving any  m ineral 
resources located w ithin this area.  However, the DWMA would have a limitation on ov erall 
development o f 1 per cent o f the t otal l and ar ea, and i t pos sible t hat t his r estriction c ould 
eliminate some future, large scale mineral developments. 

 

4.8.4.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Although the project ac reage i s s lightly l arger than t hat o f t he Proposed Action, A lternative 2 
would similarly not result in the loss o f av ailability of a known mineral resource.  All im pact 
determinations for the Proposed Action would apply to Alternative 2. 

 

4.8.5 Alternative 3: 2,151 Ac Alternative 
4.8.5.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
The anal ysis o f di rect and i ndirect i mpacts for A lternative 3 i s or ganized ac cording t o the 
following project phases: construction; operation and maintenance; and decommissioning. 

 

Construction 
Potential construction impacts associated with Alternative 3 would be similar to those described 
for the Proposed Action.  For Alternative 3, the potential impacts could occur over an area of 
2,151 acres, and therefore the potential for an impact would be slightly greater than that of the 
Proposed Action.  Similar to the Proposed Action, no adverse impacts would be expected. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Operation and maintenance ac tivities as sociated w ith A lternative 3 w ould be s imilar to those 
described for the Proposed Action.  Therefore, operations associated with Alternative 3 would 
not have adverse impacts to mineral resources. 

 

Decommissioning 
Similar to the Proposed Action, decommissioning of the project under Alternative 3 would not 
have any adverse impacts on mineral resources. 
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Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
Modification o f t he boundary of  t he Ivanpah DWMA as  par t o f A lternative 3 w ould not  impact 
mineral resources as it would not result in ground disturbing activities.  By placing limitations on 
future land uses that cause surface disturbance within the newly added 23,246 acre area, this 
action w ould hav e t he pot ential bene ficial i mpact o f c onserving and pr eserving any  m ineral 
resources located w ithin this area.  However, the DWMA would have a limitation on overall 
development o f 1 per cent o f the t otal l and ar ea, and i t pos sible t hat t his r estriction c ould 
eliminate some future, large scale mineral developments. 

 

4.8.5.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Although the pr oject ac reage i s s lightly l arger than t hat o f t he P roposed Action, A lternative 3 
would similarly not result in the loss o f availability of a known mineral resource.  All im pact 
determinations for the Proposed Action would apply to Alternative 3. 

 

4.8.6 Alternative 4: Reduced Acreage Alternative 
4.8.6.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 4 is conceptually similar to the Proposed Action (Alternative 1), but would be placed 
within a di fferent l and area w hich c omprises 1,766 ac res.  The l and ar ea a ssociated w ith 
Alternative 4 would be the same as the northern portion of the bifurcated footprint of Alternative 
2. 

 

Construction 
Potential construction impacts associated with Alternative 4 would be similar to those described 
for the Proposed Action.  For Alternative 4, the potential impacts could occur over an area of 
1,766 acres, and therefore the potential for an impact would be lower than that of the Proposed 
Action.  Similar to the Proposed Action, no adverse impacts would be expected. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Operation and maintenance ac tivities as sociated w ith A lternative 4 w ould be s imilar to those 
described for the Proposed Action.  Therefore, operations associated with Alternative 4 would 
not have adverse impacts to mineral resources. 

 

Decommissioning 
Similar to the Proposed Action, decommissioning of the project under Alternative 4 would not 
have any adverse impacts on mineral resources. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
Modification o f t he boundary of  t he Ivanpah DWMA as  par t o f A lternative 4 w ould not  impact 
mineral resources as it would not result in ground disturbing activities.  By placing limitations on 
future land uses that cause surface disturbance within the newly added 23,631 acre area, this 
action w ould hav e t he pot ential bene ficial i mpact o f c onserving and pr eserving any  m ineral 
resources located w ithin this ar ea.  However, t he DWMA would have a limitation on overall 
development o f 1 per cent o f the t otal l and ar ea, and i t pos sible t hat t his r estriction c ould 
eliminate some future, large scale mineral developments. 
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4.8.6.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Like the Proposed Action, A lternative 4 w ould n ot r esult i n t he l oss o f availability of  a  known 
mineral resource.  All impact determinations for the Proposed Action would apply to Alternative 
4. Alternative 4 w ould not r esult i n a  s ubstantial l essening o f any  s ignificant env ironmental 
impacts. 

 

4.8.7 Alternative 5: No Action Alternative 
4.8.7.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under Alternative 5, the Proposed Action would not be approved and BLM would not amend the 
CDCA Plan.  A s a r esult, no s olar energy project would be constructed on the project site and 
BLM would continue to manage the site consistent with the existing land use designation in the 
CDCA Plan.  Therefore, the impacts of the Proposed Action would not occur.  However, the land 
on which the project is proposed would become available to other uses that are consistent with 
BLM’s CDCA plan, including another renewable energy project.  If the Proposed Action is not 
approved, renewable projects would likely be developed on other sites in San Bernardino 
County, i n ot her ar eas of California, or  i n adj acent s tates w ithin t he Desert S outhwest as  
developers strive to provide renewable power that complies with utility requirements and S tate 
and Federal mandates.  Several dozen solar and wind development applications for use of BLM 
land hav e been s ubmitted for appr oximately one m illion ac res o f the C alifornia D esert 
Conservation Area.  Additional BLM land in Nevada and Arizona also has applications for wind 
and solar projects.  Potential adverse impacts to mineral resources on non-BLM-administered 
lands under the No Action Alternative could increase in the event developers focus their solar 
energy dev elopment e fforts on s tate-owned, T ribal, and pr ivate l ands.  While s olar ener gy 
development on non federal l ands would be s ubject t o a w ide ar ray o f environmental r eviews 
and appr ovals by virtue of state and local permitting processes, t hey may not be s ubject to 
NEPA requirements if federal funding or permitting is not required for the project. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The bounda ries o f t he existing I vanpah DWMA w ould not  be m odified under t his al ternative.  
Land uses associated with the Ivanpah DWMA would continue as they are today.  Because the 
boundary of the DWMA would not be m odified, the associated land area of  more than 23,000 
acres would be av ailable t o o ther l and uses, as  ar e acceptable i n the CDCA Plan.  S ome of 
these land uses could have an adverse impact on mineral resources.   

Overall, the No Action Alternative would not have any adverse impact on mineral resources. 

 

4.8.7.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
No impacts would occur to mineral resources under the No Action Alternative. 

 

4.8.8 Alternative 6: No Project, Exclude Solar Alternative 
4.8.8.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 6 w ould i nclude a finding by  B LM t hat the s ite i s no t s uitable for s olar ene rgy 
development, and no project would be approved.  As a result, no solar energy project would be 
constructed on the s ite, and the B LM w ould c ontinue t o m anage t he s ite c onsistent w ith t he 
existing land use designation in the CDCA Plan.  
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Because t he C DCA P lan w ould be am ended t o m ake t he ar ea unav ailable f or future s olar 
energy development, i t i s expected t hat t he s ite would r emain i n its ex isting condition unless 
another use is designated in this amendment.  As a result, no ground disturbing activities would 
occur, and there would therefore be no po tential f or impacts to m ineral resources.  H owever, 
renewable projects would likely be developed on other sites in San Bernardino County, in other 
areas o f California, or  i n adj acent s tates w ithin t he Desert Southwest as  developers s trive t o 
provide r enewable po wer t hat c omplies w ith ut ility r equirements and  s tate and Fede ral 
mandates.  Construction and operation impacts to mineral resources could occur at these other 
sites, similar to those described for the proposed Stateline Solar facility. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The boundaries of the existing Ivanpah DWMA would not be modified under Alternative 6.  Land 
uses as sociated w ith t he I vanpah D WMA w ould c ontinue as  t hey ar e today.  These ac tions 
would not have any effect on mineral resources. 

 

4.8.8.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
No impacts would occur to mineral resources under Alternative 6. 

 

4.8.9 Alternative 7: No Project, Approve Solar Alternative 
4.8.9.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 7 w ould i nclude a finding by  B LM t hat the s ite i s no t s uitable for s olar ene rgy 
development, and none of the action alternatives would be approved.  The Stateline Solar Farm 
Project would not be constructed on the project site and the project site would remain vacant in 
the near -term.  U nder this al ternative, t he B LM w ould not  appr ove t he pr oposed facility, but  
would am end t he C DCA P lan t o al low f or o ther s olar pr ojects on the site.  A s a result, i t i s 
possible that another solar energy project could be constructed on the site. 

If t his were t o oc cur, i t i s l ikely t hat c onstruction and oper ation i mpacts to m ineral r esources 
would be similar to the impacts described for Alternative 1. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The boundaries of the existing Ivanpah DWMA would not be modified under Alternative 7.  Land 
uses associated with the Ivanpah DWMA would continue as they are today.  I f a solar or other 
renewable energy facility is proposed on the site in the future, the impact on mineral resources 
would be considered in a project-specific environmental analysis that would occur at that time. 

 

4.8.9.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
There would be no impacts to mineral resources under Alternative 7. 

 

4.8.10 Cumulative Impacts 
4.8.10.1 Geographic Extent/Context 
Mining has been a long-standing activity on BLM lands, and the BLM addresses mining actions 
through t he C DCA P lan, w hich would be am ended under  t he P roposed A ction and s everal 
alternatives.  The State Mining and Geology Board typically designates Mineral Resource Zones 
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at the county level, and the San Bernardino County General Plan analyzes mineral availability 
county-wide.  In general, the geographic extent of the cumulative analysis for impacts to mineral 
resources depends  on the i mportance and v alue of  the r esource.  R estriction o f ac cess t o 
mineral resources that are scarce, of high value, and of global importance would require 
analysis of  t he g lobal av ailability of  t he m ineral.  C onversely, r estriction of  ac cess t o r eadily 
available, locally-used minerals such as sand and gravel, would have a much more local 
analysis area.  For the purpose of this analysis, the mineral resources that are likely to be 
present ar e p rimarily s and and gravel, a nd t herefore t he g eographic scope of t he analysis is 
limited to the local area.  The temporal scope of this cumulative analysis is the entire 
construction, oper ation, and dec ommissioning p eriod for the p roposed facility, bec ause any  
limitations on mineral availability would exist until the project was decommissioned. 

 

4.8.10.2 Existing Cumulative Conditions 
Past and on going development throughout the region has resulted in alterations to the natural 
landscape, i ncluding l oss of  mineral r esources and r estricted ac cess t o m ineral r esources. 
Those pr ojects w hich c omprise ex isting c umulative c onditions for m ineral r esources i nclude 
active m ineral dev elopments, as  w ell as  pr ojects w hich i nvolve i ndustrial and c ommercial 
development that have either removed mineral resources, or have restricted access to mineral 
resources.  These conditions would be limited to the areas within and adjacent to the 
boundaries o f t he i ndividual pr ojects.  B ecause m ineral r esources a re ev aluated f or t heir 
regional i mportance, c umulative i mpacts to mineral r esources m ust be considered w ithin t he 
county as a whole, including BLM lands within the county. 

 

4.8.10.3 Reasonably Foreseeable Projects 
Table 4. 1-1 pr ovides a l ist of  c urrent and r easonably f oreseeable pr ojects, i ncluding ot her 
proposed or  appr oved renewable ener gy pr ojects; various B LM aut horized ac tions/activities, 
proposed or approved projects within the County’s jurisdiction; and other actions/activities that 
the agencies consider reasonably foreseeable.  Table 4.1-2 summarizes the cumulative projects 
that would have the potential t o combine with the Proposed Action and result i n cumulative 
impacts to m ineral r esources.  M ost o f these projects hav e ei ther un dergone i ndependent 
environmental review pursuant to NEPA and/or CEQA, or will do s o prior to approval.  E ven if 
environmental r eview has  not  been completed for t he cumulative pr ojects des cribed i n T able 
4.1-2, their effects were considered in the cumulative impacts analysis in the draft EIS/EIR. 

Projects currently under construction in the vicinity of  the proposed facility include the Ivanpah 
SEGS s olar f acility ( 3,471 ac res), t he E ITP, M ountain P ass Lat eral nat ural g as pi peline, and 
expansion of the Molycorp Minerals, LLC rare earths mine.  Proposed projects in the vicinity of 
the proposed facility that would have potentially adverse impacts to mineral resources include 
the Ivanpah SEGS solar facility, the ElTP, expansion of Molycorp Mine, the Southern Nevada 
Supplemental Airport, Desert Xpress high speed passenger rail line, Silver State Phase 2 solar 
facility, and the Calnev Pipeline Expansion Project. 

In addi tion to m ining and other development projects, large areas o f the Mojave Desert have 
been w ithdrawn f rom mineral dev elopment as  a r esult o f s pecial des ignations for r esource 
protection.  T hese include areas in which mineral development is explicitly prohibited, such as 
National Parks and Preserves and Wilderness Areas. 

The proposed site is currently not used for mineral production, nor is it under claim, lease, or 
permit for the production of locatable, leasable, or salable minerals.  Sand and gravel resources 
are pr esent a t t he s ite; how ever, s uch materials ar e p resent throughout t he r egion and the 
proposed facility should not have an adverse impact on the availability of such resources.  In 
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addition, the potential resource would become available again following decommissioning of the 
project. 

The acreages associated with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects are estimated 
in Table 4.8-1 below: 

 
Table 4.8-1. Acreage Associated with Cumulative Projects 

Project Acreage Unavailable for 
Additional Mineral Development 

Development Projects 

Stateline Proposed Action 2,143 

Ivanpah SEGS 3,471 

Desert Xpress 2,424 

Molycorp 2,222 

Calnev Pipeline 2,841 

Mountain Pass Lateral 104 

JPOE 133 

EITP 480 

Southern Nevada Supplemental 
Airport 22,934 

Silver State Solar 2,967 

Special Designation Areas 

Ivanpah DWMA 37,280 

Stateline Wilderness 7,000 

Mesquite Wilderness 44,800 

Mojave National Preserve 1,600,000 

Total 1,728,799 acres 

 

The combination of the proposed facility, other developments, and the designations of special 
areas for r esource pr otection would el iminate the oppor tunity f or m ineral ex traction from 
approximately 1.73 million ac of land in the eastern portion of San Bernardino County.  The vast 
majority of this (1.6 million acres) is represented by the Mojave National Preserve.  Overall, the 
CDCA i ncludes appr oximately 25 m illion ac res, i ncluding 10 m illion ac res managed by  B LM.  
Therefore, actual impacts to the mining industry likely would be minimal due to the scope and 
extent o f m ining oppo rtunities i n t his l arge region.  A s a result, the p roposed S tateline S olar 
facility would not contribute substantially to a cumulative impact on any current or reasonably 
foreseeable development of geologic or mineral resources. 

 

4.8.10.4 Cumulative Impacts associated with Proposed Action 
Construction 
Potential c umulative c onstruction i mpacts to m ineral r esources w ould be s imilar t o t hose 
described for the Proposed Action, and no adverse impacts would be expected. 
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Operation and Maintenance 
Cumulative i mpacts as sociated w ith oper ation and m aintenance ac tivities would be s imilar t o 
those described for the Proposed Action, and no adverse impacts would be expected. 

 

Decommissioning 
Similar to the Proposed Action, cumulative impacts associated with decommissioning of the 
project would not have any adverse impacts on mineral resources. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
Modification of the boundary of the Ivanpah DWMA as part of the Proposed Action would not be 
anticipated to have adverse impacts on mineral resources.  By placing limitations on future land 
uses that cause surface disturbance within the newly added 23,254 acre area, this action would 
provide a benef icial i mpact i n r educing t he po tential for the di sturbance o f ex isting mineral 
resources by other projects in the future.  As a result, this action would have a beneficial impact 
on m ineral r esources w ithin t he new ly pr otected ar ea.  However, t he D WMA w ould hav e a  
limitation on ov erall development o f 1  per cent o f t he t otal l and ar ea, and i t pos sible t hat this 
restriction could eliminate some future, large scale mineral developments.  This restriction would 
contribute, along with the other developments summarized in Table 4.8-1, to a further restriction 
in land available for mineral development in the area. 

 

4.8.10.5 CEQA Significance Determinations 
MR-1 
With r egard t o the l oss of  av ailability of  a l ocally i mportant m ineral r esource or  a k nown, 
regionally important mineral resource, development of the P roposed Action or an al ternative 
could potentially result in temporary access restrictions associated with the presence of project-
related trucks hauling aggregate material to and from the site.  Such effects are not anticipated 
to have t he pot ential t o combine w ith s imilar impacts o f o ther pr ojects such t hat a s ignificant 
impact to mineral r esources w ould oc cur.  Cumulative i mpacts a ssociated w ith c onstruction 
would be less than significant.  

No c umulative i mpacts t o mineral r esources w ould oc cur as  a r esult o f o peration an d 
maintenance of the proposed facility.  

Decommissioning of the proposed facility or an alternative could result in temporary access 
restrictions to mineral resource sites due to the presence of trucks hauling materials to and from 
the site, similar to the potential effects that could occur during project construction; such impacts 
would be temporary and less than significant. 

 

4.8.10.6 Alternatives 
Alternative 2: 2,385 Ac Alternative 
For Alternative 2, the potential impacts could occur over an ar ea of 2,385 acres, and therefore 
the potential for an impact would be slightly greater than that of the Proposed Action.  
Alternative 2 would include implementation of a portion of the solar farm in a s eparate area to 
the south of the Primm Valley Golf Course.  Based on a review of the geologic setting of this 
area, the potential for mineral resources is expected to be the same as that for the area of the 
Proposed Action.  Therefore, the cumulative impacts associated with Alternative 2 would be the 
same as those described above for the Proposed Action. 
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Alternative 3: 2,151 Ac Alternative 
The impacts to mineral resources associated with Alternative 3 would be approximately the 
same as  t hose as sociated w ith t he P roposed A ction.  Therefore, t he c umulative i mpacts 
associated w ith A lternative 3 would be t he same as  those described above f or the P roposed 
Action. 

 

Alternative 4: Reduced Acreage Alternative 
The impacts t o mineral resources a ssociated with A lternative 4 would be lower t han those 
associated with the Proposed Action, due to the smaller project size.  Therefore, the cumulative 
impacts associated with Alternative 4 would be lower than those described above for the 
Proposed Action. 

 

Alternative 5: No Action Alternative 
Alternative 5, the No Action Alternative, would not contribute to any adverse cumulative impacts 
to mineral resources.  However, i t w ould al so not  result i n the bene ficial i mpacts t o these 
resources that would be associated with the modification of the boundary of the existing Ivanpah 
DWMA.  By not protecting further areas from d evelopment, the N o Action Alternative would 
allow future development projects to occur, and these projects could impact mineral resources. 

 

Alternative 6: No Project, Exclude Solar Alternative 
By denying the solar energy application and eliminating the site from future solar energy 
development, Alternative 6 would remove the potential for these land-intensive projects t o 
potentially restrict access to mineral resources on the site. 

 

Alternative 7: No Project, Approve Solar Alternative 
By denying the solar energy application, Alternative 7 would allow existing land uses to continue 
on the project site as they are today.  Although this alternative would not directly restrict access 
to mineral r esources, it could al low l and us es, s uch as  r enewable ener gy dev elopment, t hat 
could i mpact access to these resources i n the future.  The c umulative i mpacts o f any  future 
projects to mineral resources would be e valuated in project-specific environmental analyses at 
that time. 

 

4.8.11 Mitigation Measures 
As di scussed abov e, construction, operation an d m aintenance, and de commissioning of the 
proposed Stateline Solar facility could result in temporary access r estrictions t o mineral 
operations in the area, as a r esult of trucks hauling aggregate for road maintenance; however, 
this w ould not  r esult i n i mpacts as sociated w ith t he l oss of  av ailability of  a k nown m ineral 
resource t hat w ould be  of v alue t o t he r egion and t he r esidents o f t he s tate.  No m itigation 
measures are proposed. 

 

4.8.12 Residual Impacts After Mitigation 
There w ould be no adv erse, unav oidable i mpacts to mineral r esources as  a result of 
construction, operation and maintenance, or decommissioning of the Proposed Action. 
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4.9 Noise 
This s ection presents the noi se and  v ibration i mpacts o f t he Proposed A ction and  i ts 
alternatives, including noise and vibration during construction activities, operation and 
maintenance, and dec ommissioning of the facility, and l ists m itigation m easures that w ould 
minimize impacts to the extent feasible. 

Section 3.9 describes the existing ambient noise conditions and applicable laws and regulations 
for the area where the Proposed Action and its alternatives are located. 

 

4.9.1 Methodology for Analysis 
Noise and vibration impacts associated with the Stateline Solar Farm Project can be created by 
temporary c onstruction and dec ommissioning a ctivities and b y nor mal l ong-term oper ation o f 
the solar facility, including noise from employee vehicle trips and O&M activities. 

Noise from construction and decommissioning activities would include both on-site and o ff-site 
noise s ources. The c onstruction noi se l evels t hat w ould be generated by t he Stateline S olar 
Farm Project hav e been es timated bas ed on t he c onstruction ac tivities pr ovided in t he 
description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives (see Chapter 2).  Decommissioning noise 
levels w ould be s imilar t o t hose es timated for c onstruction. Operational noi se from w ould be  
generated by vehicle trips associated with the project and on-site O&M activities.   

As discussed in Section 3.9.1, a p roject-generated noise increase of more than 3 decibels (A-
weighted scale; dBA) is a perceptible change in environmental noise, while a 5 dBA difference 
typically causes a change in community reaction. An increase of 10 dBA is perceived by people 
as a doubl ing o f l oudness, and  al most c ertainly c auses an  adverse c ommunity response. A s 
such, it is considered reasonable to assume that an increase in background noise levels up to 5 
dBA i n a residential s etting would not be substantial and an increase of more than 10 dBA 
would be s ubstantial. An increase between 5 a nd 10 dBA should be considered adverse, but 
may be either substantial or not substantial depending on the particular circumstances. Other 
factors to be considered in determining if an adverse noise impact is substantial include: (1) the 
resulting combined noise level; (2) the duration and frequency of the noise; (3) the number of 
people affected; ( 4) t he l and us e des ignation of t he a ffected r eceptor s ites; and ( 5) publ ic 
concern or controversy expressed at workshops, hearings, or in correspondence regarding the 
project.  

The entire project study area is located on BLM-administered lands. BLM does not have 
regulations s pecific to noise and t he San B ernardino County noi se or dinances a re no t 
applicable on public lands. However, the County General Plan and noise ordinance establishes 
sound-level limits applicable to the residential property located near the project study area that 
could be adversely affected by the Project, and as such, they are being used in this analysis as 
a basis for describing possible impacts to these residences. 

Noise impacts due to construction activities are usually not considered to be substantial as long 
as construction activities are temporary, only intermittently af fect any one location, l imit use of 
heavy eq uipment and noise ac tivities t o day time hour s, and al l i ndustry-standard noi se 
abatement measures are implemented for noise-producing equipment. 

With respect to impacts from vibration, vibration-sensitive land uses would include high-
precision manufacturing facilities or research facilities with optical and electron microscopes. 
None of these occur in the project area. Therefore, a substantial impact resulting from excessive 
groundborne vibration would depend on whether a nuisance, annoyance, or physical damage to 
any structure could occur. 

The primary indicator o f noi se levels for this analysis is the A-weighted average noise l evel 
measures in dec ibels (dBA L eq). The one-hour average noise level (dBA L eq [1-hour]) i s o ften 
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used t o c haracterize ong oing ope rations or  l ong-term e ffects. The maximum dB A l evel ( dBA 
Lmax) is used to document the highest intensity, intermittent noise level. Another commonly used 
measure of noise effects is the day-night average sound level (Ldn). The Ldn value matches the 
Leq value f or noi se generated from 7: 00 a.m. t o 10:00 p .m. bu t accounts for i ncreased publ ic 
sensitivity to noise at night with a 10 dBA penalty applied to nighttime sounds occurring between 
10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. 

Based on the scope of the Proposed Action and alternatives, and the affected environment in 
which the project would be implemented, the following potential impacts associated with noise 
have been identified for evaluation: 

• Noise at tributable to the construction and operation of the Stateline Solar Farm Project 
would exceed an Leq of 55 dBA at the closest residence; or 

• Noise related to the Stateline Solar Farm Project exceeds applicable federal, state, and 
local standards at nearby noise-sensitive areas.  

 
4.9.2    CEQA Significance Criteria 
The following criteria were used to determine the significance of impacts under CEQA: 

• NZ-1: R esult i n generation of , o r exposure o f persons to, noi se l evels i n ex cess o f 
standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable 
standards of other agencies. 

• NZ-2: R esult i n g eneration of , or  ex posure o f per sons t o, ex cessive g roundborne 
vibration or groundborne noise levels.  

• NZ-3: Result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels above levels 
existing without the project. 

• NZ-4: R esult i n a s ubstantial t emporary or  pe riodic i ncrease i n am bient noi se l evels 
above levels existing without the project. 

• NZ-5: Expose people residing in the area to excessive noise levels for a project located 
within an ai rport land use plan, or within two miles of a public airport or public, or within 
the vicinity of a private airstrip. 

• NZ-6: For a pr oject w ithin the vicinity of a private ai rstrip, expose people residing or  
working in the project area to excessive noise levels. 

For the Stateline Solar Farm Project and alternatives, t he criteria numbered NZ-5 and  NZ-6 
were determined to be inapplicable as the project area is not located within an ai rport land use 
plan, within two miles of a publ ic or public use airport, or within the vicinity of a p rivate airstrip.  
Therefore, t hese c riteria ar e not  addr essed further i n t he i mpact anal ysis pr esented i n t his 
section. 

 

4.9.3 Alternative 1: Proposed Action 
4.9.3.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Effects on the existing ambient noise and vibration levels may arise from project construction, 
operations and maintenance, and decommissioning equipment and vehicles. 

Construction  
The Solar Farm construction would take approximately 2 to 4 years from the commencement of 
the construction process to complete the project. Typical construction work schedules are 
expected to be from 7:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday, which complies with the 
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San Bernardino County noise ordinance restrictions for construction activity of 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 
p.m., except Sundays or Federal holidays. Due to hot desert conditions, the Applicant requests 
the f lexibility to arrange work schedules into the evening or early morning hours. For example, 
during the high temperature months, installation crews may choose the option to work from 2 
a.m. to 12 p .m. to av oid ex cessive heat  ex posure and take adv antage o f t he c oolest 
temperature hou rs. For  s afety r easons, c ertain c onstruction tasks, i ncluding final el ectrical 
terminations, m ust be per formed a fter dar k when no ener gy i s be ing pr oduced. D uring 
construction, the on-site workforce is expected to average approximately 400 employees, with a 
peak on-site workforce of approximately 600 employees. The construction workforce would be 
recruited from within San Bernardino County and elsewhere in the surrounding region as much 
as pr acticable. C onstruction w ould i ncrease n earby noi se and  vibration l evels. N oise and 
vibration levels would vary during the construction period, depending on the construction phase.  

Most construction equipment/vehicles would be brought to the Stateline Solar Farm Project site 
at the beginning of the construction process, and would remain on s ite throughout the duration 
of the construction activities for which they are needed; they generally would not be driven on 
public roads while in use for the project. Project construction traffic would involve construction 
worker commuting vehicles, plus periodic truck deliveries of materials and supplies, trash and 
other off-site truck shipments, and miscellaneous trips by project staff (e.g., supervisors). Peak 
vehicular traffic volumes would coincide with the peak of construction employment, which is 
estimated to be app roximately 600 workers. At peak construction, a total of approximately 300 
vehicles would make one trip per day to and from the site. Truck traffic during construction is 
expected t o av erage a pproximately 40 t ruck trips pe r day . H owever, c onstruction t ruck 
deliveries and shipments typically avoid the peak traffic hours in the morning and afternoon, so 
it i s unl ikely t hat t hey would r epresent a s ubstantial i ncrease i n t raffic v olumes dur ing t he 
morning and afternoon peak commuting hours. 

Noise from construction activities would occur both on-site and off-site during construction. On-
site construction noise would be g enerated by construction equipment and off-site construction 
noise would be generated by vehicle trips from construction workers and the delivery of building 
materials and equipment.  

 

Noise from On-site Construction Activities 
Noise l evels from c ommon c onstruction e quipment at  v arious di stances c an be  es timated 
conservatively by assuming that the only attenuating mechanism is the divergence of the sound 
waves in open air (Table 4.9-1). Typical maximum noise levels range up to 88 dBA Lmax at 50 
feet during the noisiest construction phases. However, as piles will be required to support the 
PV equipment during construction, the pile drivers would increase the maximum noise level to 
about 93 dBA Lmax at 50 feet from pile driving equipment.  
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Table 4.9-1. Typical Maximum Construction Equipment Noise Levels (Lmax) 

Type of Equipment Range of Maximum Sound Levels 
Measured (dBA at 50 feet) 

Suggested Maximum Sound 
Levels for Analysis 

Pile drivers, 12,000 to 18,000 ft-
lb/blow 81-96 93 

Rock drills 83-99 96 
Jack Hammers 75-85 82 
Pneumatic tools 78-88 85 
Pumps 74/84 80 
Dozers 77-90 85 
Scrapers 83-91 87 
Haul trucks 83-94 88 
Cranes 79-86 82 
Portable generators 71-87 80 
Rollers 75-82 80 
Tractors 77-82 80 
Front-end loaders 77-90 86 
Hydraulic backhoes 81-90 86 
Hydraulic excavators 81-90 86 
Graders 79-89 86 
Air compressors 76-89 86 
Trucks 81-87 86 
Source:  Noise Control for Buildings and Manufacturing Plants (Bolt, Beranek & Newman 1987). 
dBA = A-weighted decibel 
ft-lb/blow = foot pounds per blow 
ft = feet 
Lmax = maximum instantaneous noise level 
 
Construction of the Proposed Action would require the onsite use of earthmovers, scrapers, 
water t rucks, pi le dr iver, and pi ckup t rucks. B ased on Table 4. 9-1, th e maximum noi se l evel 
generated by  eac h s craper on t he pr oject s ite would be 87 dB A L max at 50 f eet fr om the 
earthmover. Each bulldozer would generate 85 dBA Lmax at 50 feet. The maximum noise level 
from pile driving would be 93 dBA Lmax. The maximum noise level generated by water and 
pickup trucks is approximately 86 dB A Lmax at 50 feet from these vehicles. Each doubling of a 
sound s ource w ith e qual s trength i ncreases t he noi se l evel b y 3 dB A.  As eac h pi ece of 
construction equipment operates as  an independent noi se source, the combined noise level 
would be 95 dBA Lmax at a distance of 50 feet from the active construction area. 

As di scussed i n S ection 3. 9, noi se from a poi nt s ource s uch as  construction e quipment 
attenuates by 6 dBA for every doubling of distance (this is known as the inverse square law).  
The pr oject s ite for the P roposed A ction is l ocated within approximately 4, 500 feet of  t he 
buildings at the Primm Valley Golf Club and within 1.5 miles of the hotels in Primm, Nevada.  At 
these distances, based on the inverse square law, the 95 dBA Lmax at 50 feet that would occur 
on-site would attenuate to about 56 dBA Lmax at the Primm Valley Golf Club and 53 dBA Lmax at 
the hot els i n P rimm, Nevada b y d istance al one.  The c losest r esidence t o t he on -site 
construction i s l ocated at a di stance o f app roximately 2 m iles. A t t his r esidence, by  di stance 
attenuation alone, the construction noise level would be reduced to 50 dBA Lmax.  With shielding 
provided by intervening natural terrain between the project site and these closest sensitive uses, 
construction noise from the project site under the Proposed Action would be r educed to below 
these levels. 

The project site under the Proposed Action is located within approximately 3,500 feet from the 
Stateline Wilderness Area; w ithin 2. 5 miles of the Mojave National P reserve; and within 1.5 
miles of t he Ivanpah D WMA. The 95 dB A L max at 50 f eet t hat w ould oc cur on -site w ould 
attenuate t o abou t 59 d BA Lmax at t he S tateline Wilderness A rea, 47 d BA Lmax at t he Mojave 
National Preserve, and 53 dBA Lmax at the Ivanpah DWMA.  
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Noise from Construction-Related Traffic 
Trucks del ivering e quipment and  m aterials t o t he s ite, as  w ell as  workers c ommuting t o and  
from t he s ite would i ncrementally i ncrease noi se on ac cess r oads l eading t o t he s ite. R oads 
utilized during construction would include I-15, the I-15 on- and off-ramps at Yates Well Road, 
Yates Well Road, S ilverton Road, and S weet Bay Drive.  The projected construction t raffic i s 
anticipated to be minimal when compared to the existing traffic volumes on I -15, and therefore, 
would not  c ause a s ubstantial c hange i n r oadway noi se.   However, a  relatively h igh s ingle-
event noise exposure potential would exist at  a maximum level of  87 dBA maximum 
instantaneous noi se l evel ( Lmax) with t rucks pas sing at  50 feet. The c losest r esidence to t he 
project site’s access road is located at the northeast corner of the I-15/Yates W ell Road 
interchange. This residence is located approximately 250 feet from where the haul trucks would 
be passing by.  A t this distance, the residence would be exposed to periodic noise levels of up 
to 73 dBA Lmax during construction.  

Construction-generated roadway noise would not be audible at the Stateline Wilderness Area, 
the Mojave National Preserve, or the Ivanpah DWMA. 

 

Ground Vibrations from Construction Activities   
The use of large construction equipment, including pile drivers, may produce temporary 
groundborne v ibration and as sociated gr oundborne noi se. Ground-borne v ibration f rom 
construction sources is usually localized to areas within about 100 feet from the vibration source 
(LSA 2011). The project site for the Proposed Action is within 4,500 feet of the buildings at the 
Primm V alley G olf Clu b, wit hin 2 m iles of t he c losest r esidence, and w ithin 1. 5 m iles of t he 
hotels in Primm, Nevada.  At these distances, temporary vibrations would not result in adverse 
effects to buildings or cause annoyance to sensitive receptors.  Likewise, ground vibration from 
construction activities would not affect the Stateline Wilderness Area, the Mojave National 
Preserve, or the Ivanpah DWMA. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
The Proposed Action is designed to have essentially no moving parts, no thermal cycle, and no 
water use f or electricity g eneration.  Consequently, t he Proposed A ction would ha ve m inimal 
indirect effects on noise levels as a result of continuous operation. Noise associated with 
employee and del ivery vehicle trips al ong ac cess r oads w ould be t he pr imary s ource of 
operation noise.  After the construction period, the workforce for O&M and security purposes is 
estimated t o be s even t o t en full t ime w orkers. T ypical work s chedules ar e ex pected t o b e 
during daylight hours only, with the exception of some limited maintenance work required after 
dark when PV modules are not live and 24-hour on-site security. Table 4.9-2 lists the number of 
daily trips that the Plan of Development (POD) indicated would be required to maintain the 
project facilities during project operations. 

 
Table 4.9-2. Daily Maintenance Trips 

Purpose Operations Traffic 
Employees (daily roundtrips) Up to 10 vehicles 
Deliveries (daily roundtrips)  Up to 10 vehicles 
Source:  (First Solar 2011). 

 
As indicated in Table 4.9-2, there could be up to 20 daily vehicle trips during operation of the 
proposed solar facility.  This would result in an incremental increase in traffic noise; however, 
noise associated with 20 average dai ly vehicle t rips would not result in an audible increase to 
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existing ambient noise levels along access roads leading up to the project site.  Overall, noise 
associated with operations and maintenance activities would be infrequent and of a low level.  
Therefore, noise f rom oper ation and m aintenance w ould g enerally not be audi ble at  t he 
sensitive receptors, or at the Stateline Wilderness Area, the Mojave National Preserve, or the 
Ivanpah DWMA. 

 

Ground Vibrations from Operation and Maintenance Activities   
Operation o f the proposed PV s olar facility and as sociated maintenance activities would not 
generate any substantial ground-borne vibration or noise. Ground-borne vibration or noise 
cause c aused by  O &M ac tivities w ould g enerally not  be de tectable, an d t herefore w ould not  
cause any adverse impacts. 

 

Decommissioning 
The decommissioning of the project would be similar to the c onstruction activities described 
earlier, and would include demolition and removal of above-ground and subsurface facilities and 
site contouring and r estoration.  However, t he dur ation o f decommissioning would be s horter 
than t he dur ation o f c onstruction.  U pon c losure o f t he Stateline S olar Far m P roject, a ll 
operational noise from the project would cease. The remaining potential temporary noise source 
would be the dismantling of the structures and equipment and any site restoration work that may 
be performed. Since this noise would be similar to that caused by the original construction, it 
can be treated similarly. That is, noisy work could be performed during daytime hours, with 
machinery and equipment properly equipped with mufflers.  Any noise laws and regulations that 
were in existence at that t ime would apply.  Applicable mitigation measures included in BLM’s 
decision would also apply unless modified.  

 

Noise from On-Site Decommissioning Activities 
Equipment to be utilized during decommissioning would be similar to the equipment used during 
construction, including: crane, ex cavator, and a ir ham mer ( to br eak up  c oncrete foundation 
pedestals). A s s uch, d ecommissioning ac tivities w ould g enerate a temporary and l ocalized 
increase in ambient noise levels. These activities are similar to the construction activities listed 
above; however, pile driving would not be required. Therefore, the decommissioning activities 
would generate noise levels of up to 91 dBA Lmax at a distance of 50 feet.  In addition, 
decommissioning activities would have a shorter duration than construction activities.  

As previously discussed, the project site for the Proposed Action is located within 4,500 feet of 
the buildings at the Primm Valley Golf Club and within 1.5 miles of the hotels in Primm, Nevada.  
At these distances, the decommissioning activity noise would be r educed to 47 to 52 dBA Lmax 
by distance attenuation alone. The closest residence to the decommissioning activity is located 
at a di stance o f app roximately 2 m iles.  Noise from c onstruction ac tivities at this residence 
would be reduced to 45 dBA Lmax.  With shielding provided by intervening natural terrain 
between t he pr oject s ite and t hese c losest s ensitive us es, dec ommissioning noi se f rom the 
project s ite under  the P roposed Action would be r educed t o bel ow t hese l evels.  Noise 
generated by  haul  t rucks dur ing dec ommissioning w ould g enerally b e t he s ame as  noi se 
generated by the haul trucks during construction.   

The project site under the Proposed Action is located within approximately 3,500 feet from the 
Stateline W ilderness Area; w ithin 2. 5 miles of the Mojave National P reserve; and within 1.5 
miles of t he Ivanpah D WMA. The 91 dB A L max at 50 f eet t hat w ould oc cur on -site w ould 
attenuate t o abou t 55 d BA Lmax at t he S tateline Wilderness A rea, 43 d BA Lmax at t he Mojave 
National Preserve, and 49 dBA Lmax at the Ivanpah DWMA. 
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Noise from Traffic Associated with Decommissioning 
Traffic v olumes as sociated w ith dec ommissioning ac tivities would likely be  s imilar t o t raffic 
volumes associated with construction activities. However, because decommissioning would 
occur at least 30 years in the future, it is likely that vehicle engine technology would be different 
from c urrent t echnology. E ngine t echnologies t hat do not  r ely only on i nternal c ombustion 
engines would likely generate lower noise levels than those produced by current vehicles. This 
effect is already apparent with hybrid vehicles. Consequently, noise impacts from traffic 
associated with decommissioning activities would likely be somewhat less than the noise levels 
estimated for construction-related traffic.  

 

Ground Vibrations from Decommissioning Activities   
Ground-borne vibration from decommissioning activities would be essentially the same as the 
ground-borne vibrations f rom construction activities.  G round-borne ac tivities dur ing 
decommissioning activities would be incrementally lower as there would not be any pile driving.  
Ground-borne vibration from decommissioning activities would not adversely affect structures or 
sensitive receptors.   

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
Modification o f the I vanpah D WMA boundar y w ould not  g enerate noi se or  v ibration.  Noise 
associated with construction of the Proposed Action may be incrementally more audible within 
the DWMA if the boundary is extended toward the Stateline Solar Farm Project site.  However, 
no adverse noise impacts would occur.   

 

4.9.3.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Significance conclusions for the impacts identified for each phase of the project (Construction, 
Operation and M aintenance, D ecommissioning) ar e pr esented bel ow based on t he C EQA 
Significance Criteria.  O nly those significance criteria which were determined to be relevant to 
the project are addressed below: 

 

NZ-1 
Construction 
The near est noise s ensitive l and us es ar e t he Primm V alley G olf C lub, t he hot els i n P rimm, 
Nevada, and t he residence l ocated at  t he nor theast c orner o f the I -15/Yates W ell Road 
interchange.  It is anticipated that noise from on-site construction equipment would not exceed 
noise regulations set forth by the San Bernardino County General Plan or the EPA.  Noise 
generated by haul trucks during construction may expose the residence to periodic noise levels 
of up t o 73 dB A L max during i ndividual pass-by ev ents.  T he haul  t ruck noi se m ay c ause a 
periodic i ncrease i n a mbient noi se o f 5  dB A or  more, w hich i s g enerally c onsidered t he 
threshold for an adverse impact.  Haul truck noise may exceed the EPA standards of 45 dBA Leq 
for i ndoors and 55 dB A Leq for ou tdoors a t the r esidence dur ing i ndividual pas s-by ev ents.  
However, the exceedances would be intermittent and temporary as construction of the project 
would be completed within 2 to 4 years.  Noise levels would likely not exceed the unacceptable 
levels of 70 dBA CNEL for residential uses specified in the State compatibility matrix.  Although 
temporary noi se dur ing c onstruction, as  measured i n dB a Lmax, would ex ceed the EPA  
standards of 45 dB A Leq for i ndoors and 55 dB A Leq for out doors at  the r esidence dur ing 
individual pass-by events, this would not be considered a s ignificant impact, as the Lmax values 
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are not directly comparable to the Leq standards. Therefore, the temporary noise would be a less 
than significant impact.   

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Noise levels during operation would not exceed the County noise regulations or the EPA 
standards o f 45 dB A Leq for i ndoors and 55 dB A Leq for out doors, at  the near est residence.  
Therefore, ope ration noi se w ould not  constitute an adv erse i mpact and w ould be l ess t han 
significant under CEQA. 

 

Decommissioning 
It i s an ticipated t hat noi se from on -site dec ommissioning e quipment w ould not  ex ceed noi se 
regulations s et forth b y t he S an B ernardino C ounty G eneral P lan or  the E PA.  The 
decommissioning of the project would require the use of  haul t rucks to remove the PV panels 
and graders/scrapers to return the project site to a natural profile. These activities are similar to 
the c onstruction ac tivities l isted under t he c onstruction noi se di scussion; how ever, 
decommissioning would take less time to complete than construction of the Proposed Action. As 
with c onstruction noi se, o ff-site construction v ehicle n oise during de commissioning a t t he 
residence may cause a periodic increase in ambient noise of 5 dBA or more, which is generally 
considered the threshold for an adverse impact.  Noise from construction vehicles passing by 
the nearest residence may intermittently exceed the EPA residential standards of 45 dBA Leq for 
indoors and 55 dBA Leq for outdoors. Although temporary noise during construction, as 
measured in dBa Lmax, would exceed the EPA standards of 45 dBA Leq for indoors and 55 dBA 
Leq for outdoors at the residence during individual pass-by events, this would not be considered 
a significant impact, as the Lmax values are not directly comparable to the Leq standards. 
Therefore, the temporary noise would be a less than significant impact.  

  

NZ-2 
Construction 
Ground-borne v ibration and noi se g enerated d uring c onstruction o f t he pr oposed P V s olar 
facility would not adversely affect any structures or sensitive receptors.  Therefore, no impact 
would occur under CEQA.  

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Operation o f the proposed PV solar facility and associated maintenance activities w ould not 
generate any  meaningful ground-borne v ibration or noise. Therefore, no  impact w ould occur 
under CEQA.  

 

Decommissioning 
Ground-borne vibration and noise generated during decommissioning of the proposed PV solar 
facility would not adversely affect any structures or sensitive receptors.  Therefore, no impact 
would occur under CEQA.  
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NZ-3 
Construction 
Construction of the project would occur over a span of 2 to 4 years.  During this t ime, on-site 
construction activities and o ff-site vehicle trips would temporarily increase ambient noise levels 
above existing levels.  However, because construction noise would be temporary, i t would not 
result in a permanent increase in ambient noise levels. No impact would occur under CEQA.   

 

Operation and Maintenance 
On-site ope rational ac tivities would not  s ubstantially i ncrease am bient noi se l evels as  t he 
Proposed Action is designed to have essentially no moving parts, no thermal cycle, and no 
water use for electricity generation.  Noise levels during operation would not exceed the County 
noise regulations or the EPA standards of 45 dBA Leq for indoors and 55 dBA Leq for outdoors, 
at t he near est r esidence.  Operation and maintenance o f the facility w ould g enerate an  
estimated maximum of 20 average daily vehicle trips.  These vehicle trips would incrementally 
increase ambient noise levels above existing levels. However, noise associated with the vehicle 
trips would not result in an audible increase in ambient noise levels.  Therefore, operation noise 
would not constitute an adverse impact and would be less than significant under CEQA.   

 

Decommissioning 
The decommissioning of the p roject would require the use of hau l trucks to remove the PV 
panels and graders/scrapers to return the project site to a natural profile. Decommissioning 
activities w ould g enerate t emporary noi se, but  would not  r esult i n a p ermanent i ncrease i n 
ambient noise levels.  Upon completion of the decommissioning work, the noise associated with 
operation of the facility would be eliminated.  No impact would occur under CEQA.  

  

NZ-4 

Construction 
The nearest noise sensitive land use is the residence located at  the northeast corner of the I-
15/Yates Well Road interchange.  Noise generated by construction vehicles during construction 
may exceed the EPA standards of 45 dB A Leq for indoors, and 55 dBA Leq for outdoors at the 
nearest residence.  These exceedances would be intermittent and temporary as construction of 
the project would be completed within 2 to 4 years.  Noise levels would likely not exceed the 
unacceptable l evels of  70 dB A Community Noise E quivalent (CNEL) for r esidential us es 
specified i n t he S tate c ompatibility m atrix.  Although t emporary noise dur ing c onstruction, a s 
measured in dBa Lmax, would exceed the EPA standards of 45 dBA Leq for indoors and 55 dBA 
Leq for outdoors at the residence during individual pass-by events, this would not be considered 
a significant impact, as the Lmax values are not directly comparable to the Leq standards. 
Therefore, the temporary noise would be a less than significant impact. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Noise levels during operation would not exceed the County noise regulations or the EPA 
standards o f 45 dB A Leq for i ndoors and 55 dB A Leq for out doors, at  the near est residence.  
Operation and m aintenance of the facility would generate a maximum of 20 daily vehicle trips.  
Each vehicle trip to and from the site would create a per iodic increase in ambient noise levels.  
However, t he 20 dai ly vehicle t rips not  r esult in an audi ble i ncrease i n noi se. Therefore, 
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operation noise would not constitute an adverse impact and would be less than significant under 
CEQA. 

 
Decommissioning 
The decommissioning o f t he project would require the use of haul  trucks to remove the PV 
panels and graders/scrapers to return the project site to a natural profile. These activities are 
similar to the construction activities listed under the construction noise discussion; however, 
because the time period would be s horter than the construction phase, on-site noise would be 
incrementally lower dur ing decommissioning.  As w ith construction noise, o ff-site construction 
vehicles dur ing dec ommissioning c ould r esult in noi se l evels at  t he r esidence t o exceed t he 
EPA s tandards o f 45 dB A Leq for i ndoors and 55 dB A Leq for out doors.  Although t emporary 
noise dur ing c onstruction, as  m easured i n dB a Lmax, w ould ex ceed the E PA s tandards o f 45  
dBA Leq for indoors and  55 dB A Leq for outdoors at the r esidence dur ing individual pass-by 
events, t his would not  be c onsidered a s ignificant i mpact, as  t he Lmax values ar e not  di rectly 
comparable to t he Leq standards. Therefore, the temporary noise would be a less than 
significant impact.   

 

4.9.4 Alternative 2: 2,385 Ac Alternative 
4.9.4.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 2 would occupy two separate parcels nor th and south of t he ex isting t ransmission 
corridor.  The Solar Farm site, gen-tie corridor, and access corridor under Alternative 2 would 
require approximately 2,385 ac of land managed by the BLM, which is 242 ac res (or about 12 
percent) more than the Proposed Action.  

Effects on t he ex isting am bient noi se and vibration l evels m ay ar ise f rom c onstruction, 
operations and maintenance, and decommissioning equipment and vehicles. 

 

Construction 
The Alternative 2 haul route would pass within the same distance of the existing residence at 
the I -15/Yates Well R oad i nterchange as  under  t he Proposed A ction. Given t hat t he s ame 
amount of materials and t he s ame e quipment w ould be us ed under  A lternative 2 as  t he 
Proposed Action, the maximum haul truck noise impacts evaluated for the Proposed Action 
would apply to Alternative 2.  Likewise, the same number of construction workers and 
associated noise from commuter vehicle trips would occur under Alternative 2 as the Proposed 
Action.  H owever, because Alternative 2 would require construction on a project site that is 
about 12 percent larger than the project site under the Proposed Action, it is anticipated that the 
construction t ime per iod under  A lternative 2 would be about  1 2 percent l onger t han t he 
Proposed A ction.  T herefore, t he noi se i mpacts f rom c onstruction vehicles would oc cur f or a  
longer period of time under Alternative 2. 

The c onstruction eq uipment r equired t o bui ld A lternative 2 would be  t he s ame as  under  t he 
Proposed A ction. Therefore, the maximum n oise l evel g enerated by t he oper ation o f 
construction eq uipment on t he pr oject s ite w ould be 95 dB A L max at a di stance of  50 feet.  
However, the distance from the project site to the nearest residence and the golf course would 
be less than the Proposed Action, which would result in greater impacts.   

The project site for Alternative 2 is located within 1,200 feet of the buildings at the Primm Valley 
Golf Club, compared to the Proposed Action which is located within 4,500 feet of the Golf Club.  
Therefore, maximum noise levels from construction equipment at the Golf Club buildings would 
be an estimated 67 dBA Lmax under Alternative 2, compared to 56 dBA Lmax under the Proposed 
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Action.  As with the Proposed Action, the project site under Alternative 2 is located within 1.5 
miles of t he hotels in Primm, Nevada and m aximum noise from on-site construction ac tivities 
would be 51 dB A Lmax at the hotels.  The project site under Alternative 2 i s within 3,500 feet of 
the residence located at the northeast corner of the I-15/Yates Well Road interchange, 
compared to the Proposed A ction which i s located 2 m iles from the s ame r esidence.  The 
construction activity noise at the residence under Alternative 2 would be reduced to about 58 
dBA L max by di stance at tenuation al one, c ompared t o t he 49 dB A L max under t he Proposed 
Action.  With shielding provided by intervening natural terrain between the project site and these 
closest s ensitive us es, c onstruction noi se f rom t he pr oject s ite under  A lternative 2 would be  
reduced to below these levels.    

The project site under Alternative 2 is located approximately 3,000 feet farther from the Stateline 
Wilderness Area t han t he P roposed A ction.  T herefore, c onstruction noi se f rom A lternative 2  
would be l ess audi ble a t t he S tateline Wilderness A rea t han t he c onstruction noi se f rom t he 
Proposed Action.  The project site under Alternative 2 would be located approximately the same 
distance to the Mojave National Preserve and the Ivanpah DWMA.   

In theory, compared to the Proposed Action, impacts related to ground-borne vibrations would 
be incrementally greater under Alternative 2 due t o the closer proximity of off-site structures to 
the project site.  However, because ground-borne vibrations typically dissipate within about 100 
feet from the source, no adverse effects would occur under Alternative 2.   

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Noise from operation and maintenance under Alternative 2 may be incrementally greater than 
the P roposed A ction du e t o t he l arger p roject s ite. The l arger pr oject s ite m ay r equire more 
employee t rips f or maintenance ac tivities t han t he P roposed A ction.  A s s uch, t he noi se 
generated by employee trips may be incrementally greater under Alternative 2.      

 

Decommissioning 
Alternative 2 would be located on a pr oject s ite t hat i s about  12 per cent l arger and i n c loser 
proximity to the surrounding noise sensitive uses than the project site of the Proposed Action.  
The duration of decommissioning activities may be longer than the decommissioning under the 
Proposed A ction, w hich w ould r esult i n a l onger per iod o f i ncreased noi se l evels due t o 
decommissioning activities.  Because the project site under Alternative 2 is closer to the Primm 
Valley G olf C lub and t he r esidence l ocated at  the I-15/Yates W ell Road interchange, noi se 
levels f rom dec ommissioning ac tivities w ould b e hi gher at  the golf c ourse and t he r esidence 
than the Proposed Action.   

In theory, compared to the Proposed Action, impacts related to ground-borne vibrations would 
be incrementally greater under Alternative 2 due t o the closer proximity of off-site structures to 
the project site.  However, because ground-borne vibrations typically dissipate within about 100 
feet from the source, no adverse effects would occur under Alternative 2.   

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The modification of the Ivanpah DWMA boundary would be t he same under Alternative 2 as  it 
would be under  t he P roposed A ction.  A s with t he P roposed A ction, m odification o f t he 
boundary under Alternative 2 would not generate noise or vibration.  Noise associated with 
construction of A lternative 2 m ay be i ncrementally m ore audi ble w ithin t he D WMA than the 
Proposed Action due to the larger project size and longer duration of construction activities 
under Alternative 2.  However, no adverse noise impacts would occur.   
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4.9.4.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Overall, noise and vibration under Alternative 2 would have incrementally greater adverse 
effects than noise and vibration under the Proposed Action.  All impact determinations for the 
Proposed Action would apply to Alternative 2. 

Unlike t he P roposed Action, t emporary noi se from on -site equipment during c onstruction and  
decommissioning under Alternative 2 could exceed the EPA noise standard of 55 dBA Leq for 
outdoor residential ar eas, w hich would r esult i n a pot entially s ignificant i mpact pu rsuant t o 
significance c riteria N Z-1 and N Z-4.  Although t emporary noi se dur ing c onstruction, as  
measured in dBa Lmax, would exceed the EPA standards of 45 dBA Leq for indoors and 55 dBA 
Leq for outdoors at the residence during individual pass-by events, this would not be considered 
a significant impact, as the Lmax values are not directly comparable to the Leq standards. 
Therefore, the temporary noise would be a less than significant impact.  

 

4.9.5 Alternative 3: 2,151 Ac Alternative 
4.9.5.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 3 would occupy approximately 2, 151 acres i n a contiguous project f ootprint in the 
northeastern portion of the project study area.  The project site under Alternative 3 is 8 ac larger 
than the project site under the Proposed Action. 

Effects on t he ex isting am bient noi se and vibration l evels m ay ar ise f rom c onstruction, 
operations and maintenance, and decommissioning equipment and vehicles. 

 

Construction 
The Alternative 3 haul route would pass within the same distance of the existing residence at 
the I -15/Yates Well R oad i nterchange as  under  t he Proposed A ction. Given t hat t he s ame 
amount o f materials and t he s ame e quipment w ould be us ed under  A lternative 3 as t he 
Proposed Action, the maximum haul truck noise impacts evaluated for the Proposed Action 
would apply to Alternative 3.  Likewise, the same number of construction workers and 
associated noise from commuter vehicle trips would occur under Alternative 3 as the Proposed 
Action.  Therefore, noise from off-site construction vehicles would reach the same levels as that 
of the Proposed Action, and for about the same duration. 

The c onstruction eq uipment r equired t o bui ld A lternative 3 would be  t he s ame as  under  t he 
Proposed Action. Therefore, the maximum n oise l evel g enerated by t he oper ation o f 
construction eq uipment on t he pr oject s ite w ould be 95 dB A L max at a di stance of  50 feet.  
However, the distance from the project site to the nearest residence and the golf course would 
be greater than the Proposed Action, which would result in incrementally lower noise levels at 
the residence and the golf course buildings.   

The project site under Alternative 3 is situated the same distance as the Proposed Action site in 
relation to the Stateline Wilderness Area, the Mojave National Preserve, and the Ivanpah 
DWMA.  N oise l evels at t hese l ocations from c onstruction under  A lternative 3 w ould be 
generally the same as construction noise under the Proposed Action, and for about the same 
duration.    
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In theory, compared to the Proposed Action, impacts related to ground-borne vibrations would 
be incrementally lower under Alternative 3 due t o the greater distance between the project site 
and o ff-site s tructures. However, bec ause gr ound-borne v ibrations di ssipate w ithin about  100  
feet of the source, there would be no m easurable reduction in groundborne vibration under this 
alternative.   

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Noise f rom operation and m aintenance unde r Alternative 3 ar e ex pected t o be t he s ame a s 
those for the Proposed Action, and for the same duration.     

 

Decommissioning 
Alternative 3 would be located on a pr oject site that is farther away from the surrounding noise 
sensitive r eceptors t han t he pr oject s ite o f the P roposed A ction.  A s previously di scussed, 
compared to the Proposed Action site, the project site under Alternative 3 is farther than from 
the Primm Valley Golf Club and the residence located at the I-15/Yates Well Road interchange.  
Therefore, noise levels from decommissioning activities would be l ower at the golf course and 
the residence than for the Proposed Action.      

As with construction vibrations, in theory, compared to the Proposed Action, impacts related to 
ground-borne v ibrations w ould be incrementally l ower under  A lternative 3 due t o t he greater 
distance bet ween t he project s ite and o ff-site s tructures. H owever, bec ause ground-borne 
vibrations dissipate within about 100 feet of the source, there would be no measurable reduction 
in groundborne vibration under this alternative.   

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The modification of the Ivanpah DWMA boundary would be t he same under Alternative 3 as  it 
would be under  t he P roposed A ction.  A s with t he P roposed A ction, m odification o f t he 
boundary under Alternative 3 would not generate noise or vibration.  Noise and vibration 
associated with construction and oper ation of Alternative 3 would not affect the modification of 
the Ivanpah DWMA boundary. 

 

4.9.5.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Overall noise and vibration impacts would be incrementally lower under Alternative 3 than the 
Proposed Action.  However, the same CEQA significance determinations of the Proposed 
Action would apply to Alternative 3 noise impacts. 

 

4.9.6 Alternative 4: Reduced Acreage Alternative 
4.9.6.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 4 is conceptually similar to the Proposed Action (Alternative 1), but would be placed 
within a different land area which comprises 1,766 ac.  The land area associated with 
Alternative 4 would be the same as the northern portion of the bifurcated footprint of Alternative 
2. 

 

  



DESERT STATELINE SOLAR FARM PROJECT 
4.9 NOISE 

 

NOVEMBER 2012 4.9-14 DRAFT EIS/EIR 

Construction 
Construction ac tivities associated w ith A lternative 4 would be t he s ame as  t hose o f the 
Proposed Action, but would be of a smaller scale.  The project site under Alternative 4 is 1,766 
acres, or about 377 acres (17 percent) smaller than the project site under the Proposed Action.    
Alternative 4 would ut ilize t he s ame m aterials and e quipment as  the P roposed A ction. 
Therefore, the i ntensity o f construction-related n oise would be bas ically t he s ame as  i n t he 
Proposed Action, but the duration of the noise would be shorter. 

The Alternative 4 haul route would pass within the same distance of the existing residence at 
the I-15/Yates Well Road interchange as under the Proposed Action.  However, the volume of 
materials, equipment, and commuter vehicle trips would be reduced due to the smaller scale of 
the alternative.   In addition, because Alternative 4 would require construction on a pr oject site 
that is about 17 percent smaller than the project site under the Proposed Action, it is anticipated 
that the construction time period under Alternative 4 would be about 17 percent shorter than the 
Proposed Action. 

The c onstruction eq uipment r equired t o bui ld A lternative 4 would be  t he s ame as  under  t he 
Proposed A ction. T herefore, the maximum n oise l evel g enerated by t he oper ation o f 
construction equipment on the project site would be 95 dB A Lmax at a di stance of 50 feet.  The 
distance from the project site to the nearest residence and the golf course would be about the 
same as the Proposed Action, which would result in the same level of  impacts.  However, the 
duration of impacts would be shorter.   

The project site under Alternative 4 is located approximately 3,000 feet farther from the Stateline 
Wilderness A rea t han t he P roposed A ction.  T herefore, c onstruction noi se f rom A lternative 4  
would be l ess audi ble a t t he S tateline Wilderness A rea t han t he c onstruction noi se f rom t he 
Proposed Action.  The project site under Alternative 4 would be located approximately the same 
distance to the Mojave National Preserve and the Ivanpah DWMA.   

Because ground-borne vibrations typically dissipate within about 100 feet from the source, no 
adverse effects would occur under Alternative 4.   

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Noise from operation and maintenance under Alternative 4 would be incrementally smaller than 
the Proposed Action due to the smaller project site.      

 

Decommissioning 
Alternative 4 would be located on a project site that is about 17 percent smaller than the project 
site of the Proposed Action.  T he duration of decommissioning activities would be s horter than 
the dec ommissioning u nder t he P roposed A ction, w hich w ould r esult in a s horter period of 
increased noise levels due to decommissioning activities. 

Because ground-borne vibrations typically dissipate within about 100 feet from the source, no 
adverse effects would occur under Alternative 4.   

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The modification of the Ivanpah DWMA boundary would be t he same under Alternative 4 as  it 
would be under  t he P roposed A ction.  A s with t he P roposed A ction, m odification o f t he 
boundary under Alternative 4 would not generate noise or vibration.   
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4.9.6.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Overall, noise and vibration under Alternative 4 would have incrementally lesser adverse effects 
than noise and vibration under the Proposed Action, due to the smaller project size and shorter 
duration o f c onstruction and dec ommissioning.  A ll i mpact de terminations for the P roposed 
Action would apply to Alternative 4.  Alternative 4 would not result in a substantial lessening of 
any significant environmental impacts. 

 

4.9.7 Alternative 5: No Action Alternative 
4.9.7.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under this alternative, the BLM would not approve the proposed facility and would not amend 
the CDCA Plan.  As a result, no solar energy project would be constructed, and the BLM would 
continue to manage the site consistent with the existing land use designation in the CDCA Plan. 

Because there would be no amendment to the CDCA Plan and no solar project approved for the 
site under this alternative, no new structures or facilities would be constructed or operated on 
the site and no new ground disturbance would occur.  As a result, there would be no increase in 
temporary or permanent noise or vibration over current conditions.    

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The bounda ries o f t he existing I vanpah DWMA w ould not  be m odified under t his al ternative.  
Land uses associated with the Ivanpah DWMA would continue as they are today.  No noise or 
vibration impacts would occur as a result of the No Action Alternative. 

 

4.9.7.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
The l ess t han s ignificant i mpacts and s ignificant i mpacts i dentified for the P roposed A ction 
would not oc cur under Alternative 5. No adverse or  significant impacts related to noise and 
vibration would occur.   

 

4.9.8 Alternative 6: No Project, Exclude Solar Alternative 
4.9.8.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 6 w ould i nclude a finding by  B LM t hat the s ite i s no t s uitable for s olar ene rgy 
development, and no pr oject would be approved. As a result, no solar energy project would be 
constructed on the s ite, and the B LM w ould c ontinue t o m anage t he s ite c onsistent w ith t he 
existing land use designation in the CDCA Plan. 

Alternative 6 would leave the project site vacant and exclude the future development of the site 
as a s olar facility.  B ecause t his al ternative w ould not  i nvolve any  construction, del ivery, 
operations, maintenance, or decommissioning activities, there would be no increase in 
temporary or permanent noise.    

This alternative would prevent the project study area from being developed in the future as a 
solar facility.  However, the project study area could be developed by a non-solar land use that 
is approved by BLM.  Future development could result in noise and vibration impacts; however, 
noise and v ibration i mpacts o f future dev elopment w ould be anal yzed i n s ubsequent N EPA 
and/or CEQA environmental review. 
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Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The boundaries of the existing Ivanpah DWMA would not be modified under Alternative 6.  Land 
uses associated with the Ivanpah DWMA would continue as they are today.  This action would 
not have any noise or vibration impacts. 

 

4.9.8.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
The l ess t han s ignificant i mpacts and s ignificant i mpacts i dentified for the P roposed A ction 
would not occur under Alternative 6. No impacts related to noise and vibration would occur.   

 

4.9.9 Alternative 7: No Project, Approve Solar Alternative 
4.9.9.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 7 w ould i nclude a finding by  B LM t hat the s ite i s no t s uitable for s olar ene rgy 
development, and none of the action alternatives would be approved.  The Stateline Solar Farm 
Project would not be constructed on the project site and the project site would remain vacant in 
the near -term.  U nder this al ternative, t he B LM w ould not  appr ove t he pr oposed facility, but  
would am end t he C DCA P lan t o al low f or o ther s olar pr ojects on the site.  A s a result, i t i s 
possible that another solar energy project could be constructed on the site. 

If this were to occur, i t is likely that the construction and oper ations of the future development 
could result in noise and vibration impacts; however, noise and vibration impacts of the future 
development would be analyzed in subsequent NEPA and/or CEQA environmental review. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The boundaries of the existing Ivanpah DWMA would not be modified under Alternative 7.  Land 
uses associated with the Ivanpah DWMA would continue as they are today.  This action would 
not have any noise or vibration impacts. 

   

4.9.9.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
The impacts identified for the Proposed Action would not occur under Alternative 7. No impacts 
related to noise and vibration would occur.   

 

4.9.10 Cumulative Impacts 
4.9.10.1 Geographic Extent/Context 
Noise 
The geographic extent for the analysis of cumulative impacts related to noise is generally limited 
to a reas w ithin appr oximately 1 mile of the p roject s tudy ar ea, i ncluding al ong t he haul  t ruck 
routes. This a rea i s de fined a s t he geographic ex tent o f t he cumulative noi se i mpact ar ea 
because noise impacts would generally be localized. At distances greater than 1 m ile, impulse 
noise may be br iefly audible and s teady construction and/or operational noise would generally 
dissipate such that the level of noise would blend in with background noise levels. Noise in the 
project area has increased over time as development of the area has occurred, including 
installation of t he I -15, development o f t he P rimm V alley G olf C lub,  use o f t he ar ea for of f-
highway vehicle (OHV) recreational activities, and the current construction of the Ivanpah SEGS 
project. These dev elopments hav e c hanged t he q uiet des ert o f the p roject a rea s uch t hat 
ambient noise levels existing today are substantially higher than would have occurred prior to 
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such dev elopment, es pecially dur ing day time hours w hen t raffic and  hum an ac tivity ar e 
greatest. 

 

Vibration 
Ground v ibration i mpacts of  the pr oject s tem p rimarily f rom t emporary on -site c onstruction 
activities. G round v ibrations di ssipate more r apidly t han ai rborne noi se l evels, l imiting the 
geographic extent of ground vibration to the immediate vicinity of the vibration source. As noted 
in Section 3.9.1 (Noise – Environmental Setting) under “General Information on Vibration”, the 
geographic extent of  p otentially significant ground v ibrations f rom c onstruction eq uipment 
seldom extends more than 100 feet from the source of the vibrations. Vibration in the project 
area has increased over time with development of features such as the I-15, where trucks and 
cars generate localized vibrations.  In addi tion, the current construction of t he I vanpah SEGS 
project is a temporary source of vibration in the project area.   

 

4.9.10.2 Existing Cumulative Conditions 
Past and p resent projects occurring in the v icinity of  the proposed facility include recreational 
activities; m ining; solar development; ut ility c orridors us ed for t ransmission o f el ectric pow er, 
natural gas, petroleum products and communications; transportation infrastructure (highway and 
railroad, both existing and proposed); and grazing.  Current ambient noise conditions reflect the 
cumulative effect of noise generation on a local geographic scale. Existing noise levels in the 
project vicinity are generally low, except along the I-15 during peak traffic periods, or when 
construction of the Ivanpah SEGS project generates intermittent high noise levels.   

 

4.9.10.3 Reasonably Foreseeable Projects 
Table 4. 1-1 pr ovides a l ist of  c urrent and r easonably f oreseeable pr ojects, i ncluding ot her 
proposed or appr oved r enewable ener gy pr ojects, v arious B LM aut horized ac tions/activities, 
proposed or approved projects within the County’s jurisdiction, and ot her actions/activities that 
the agencies consider reasonably foreseeable.  Table 4.1-2 summarizes the cumulative projects 
that would have the potential t o combine with the Proposed Action and result i n cumulative 
impacts t o l ands and r ealty.  Most of  t hese pr ojects hav e ei ther under gone i ndependent 
environmental review pursuant to NEPA and/or CEQA, or will do so prior to approval.  E ven if 
environmental r eview has  not  been completed for t he cumulative pr ojects des cribed i n T able 
4.1-2, their effects were considered in the cumulative impacts analysis in this draft EIS/EIR. 

Projects currently under construction in the vicinity of  the proposed facility include the Ivanpah 
SEGS s olar f acility ( 3,471 ac res), t he E ITP, M ountain P ass Lat eral nat ural g as pi peline, and 
expansion of the Molycorp Minerals, LLC rare earths mine.  Proposed projects in the vicinity of 
the proposed facility that would have potentially adverse impacts associated with noise include 
the Ivanpah SEGS solar facility, the ElTP, expansion of Molycorp Mine, the Southern Nevada 
Supplemental Airport, Desert Xpress high speed passenger rail line, Silver State Phase 2 solar 
facility, and the Calnev Pipeline Expansion Project. 

 

4.9.10.4 Cumulative Impacts associated with Proposed Action 
Construction 
The p roposed dev elopments near  t he pr oject site w ould hav e t he pot ential t o c ontribute to 
cumulative noise and vibration impacts.   I t is expected that one or more of the cumulative 
projects described above may be under  construction at the same time as the Proposed Action.  
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In particular, expansion at Molycorp and construction of the Ivanpah SEGS facility and EITP are 
expected to continue through 2013, and construction of the Calnev Pipeline Expansion Project, 
Mountain Pass Lateral project, and JPOE are expected to occur in 2013.  

As a r esult of these concurrent construction projects, there would be multiple potential sources 
of noise from heavy equipment, blasting, and increased truck and commuter vehicle traffic in the 
area.  The combined no ise levels in t he project area from construction o f multiple concurrent 
projects would result in short-term increased noise levels which could exceed San Bernardino 
County noi se s tandards.  I n addi tion, t he temporary c onstruction noi se f rom the c oncurrent 
construction of nearby projects would increase ambient noise levels in the project area, resulting 
in a cumulative noise impact at the location of the residence at Yates Well Road, at the Primm 
Valley Golf Club, or at the Stateline Wilderness Area. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
It i s expected that al l o f t he cumulative projects described above would be oper ational at  t he 
same t ime as  t he Proposed Action.  A s a r esult, t here m ay be l ong-term noi se and v ibration 
impacts during operation of those cumulative projects.  Implementation of the Southern Nevada 
Supplemental Airport and Desert Xpress rail l ine would be expected to result in noise sources 
that would increase ambient noise levels in the area.  Operation of the proposed facility and the 
other cumulative projects would cause a minor increase in traffic along local roadways, including 
I-15, which would have the potential to combine with traffic generated by other projects in the 
area. 

 

Decommissioning 
The decommissioning of the Proposed Action is expected to result in adverse impacts similar to 
those identified f or construction.  D isruptions f rom t he dec ommissioning ac tivities as sociated 
with other renewable energy and other projects would have the potential to combine with those 
of the Proposed Action, which could result in an adverse cumulative impact.  However, the 
Proposed A ction’s c ontribution t o cumulative noi se and vibration i mpacts du ring 
decommissioning would be t emporary.  Fol lowing decommissioning, no further p roject-related 
activities would occur, and adverse impacts would cease. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
Modification o f t he bou ndary of  t he ex isting I vanpah D WMA w ould not c reate noi se an d 
vibration i mpacts, and would t herefore no t c ontribute t o cumulative i mpacts as sociated w ith 
noise and vibration. 

 

4.9.10.5 CEQA Significance Determinations 
NZ-1 
Construction 
Because noise generated by haul trucks during construction may exceed the EPA standards of 
45 dBA Leq for indoors and 55 dB A Leq for outdoors at the residence during individual pass-by 
events, temporary construction noise associated with the Proposed Action would constitute an 
adverse impact.  Although temporary noise during construction, as measured in dBa Lmax, would 
exceed t he E PA s tandards o f 45 dB A Leq for i ndoors and 55 dB A Leq for out doors at  t he 
residence during individual pass-by events, this would not be considered a significant impact, as 
the Lmax values are not directly comparable to the Leq standards. Therefore, the temporary noise 
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would be a l ess than s ignificant impact.  Construction t raffic associated with other cumulative 
projects, including Ivanpah SEGS, the Mountain Pass Lateral, the Calnev Pipeline Expansion, 
and the Joint Port of Entry, is also expected to use the Yates Well Road exit for access, and 
each w ould t herefore c ontribute t o pot entially significant c umulative noi se i mpacts.  These 
impacts would be t emporary, and would be r educed and ev entually cease as  construction on 
each o f t he p rojects i s completed.  I mplementation o f m itigation m easures MM-Noise-1, MM-
Noise-2, and  MM-Noise-3 w ould r educe t he contribution o f the P roposed A ction and o ther 
action alternatives to this condition, so that their contribution to this cumulative impact would not 
be cumulatively considerable. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
The c ombined noi se from t he v arious c urrent and r easonably f oreseeable f uture p rojects, 
including the Southern Nevada Supplemental Airport and Desert Xpress, is expected to 
increase ambient noise l evels i n the area, and contribute to a cumulatively significant noise 
impact, during the operational period of the Proposed Action.  However, operational noise levels 
of the Proposed Action and alternatives would be very limited, and would not exceed the County 
noise regulations or the EPA standards of 45 dBA Leq for indoors and 55 dBA Leq for outdoors, 
at the nearest residence.  Therefore, the contribution of the Proposed Action to this cumulative 
impact would not be cumulatively considerable. 

 

Decommissioning 
Noise g enerated by  de commissioning o f t he P roposed A ction and al ternatives would oc cur 
within the context of  the operations of the other reasonably foreseeable projects, including the 
Southern N evada S upplemental A irport, D esert X press, and ot her p rojects t hat ar e c urrently 
unforeseen.  I t is expected that these p rojects would contribute to a cumulatively significant 
noise impact dur ing the decommissioning per iod o f t he Proposed Action.  The contribution o f 
the P roposed A ction t o t hese i mpacts w ould be t emporary.  Implementation o f m itigation 
measures M M-Noise-1, MM -Noise-2, and M M-Noise-3 w ould r educe t he c ontribution o f the 
Proposed Action and o ther action alternatives to this condition, so that their contribution to this 
cumulative impact would not be cumulatively considerable. 

 

NZ-2 
Ground-borne v ibration and noi se g enerated from c onstruction, oper ations and m aintenance, 
and dec ommissioning activities of  the P roposed A ction w ould pos e no r isk o f c osmetic o r 
structural damage to any existing buildings, and would not combine with other projects to result 
in a cumulative impact.  No cumulative impact would occur. 

 

NZ-3 
No per manent noi se i mpacts ar e as sociated with c onstruction o r decommissioning o f t he 
Proposed Action.  Therefore, criterion NZ-3 does not apply to construction or decommissioning. 

 
Operation and Maintenance 
It i s expected that al l o f t he cumulative projects described above would be oper ational at  t he 
same t ime as  the P roposed A ction.  Implementation o f t he S outhern Nevada S upplemental 
Airport and Desert Xpress rail line would be expected to result in noise sources that would 
increase am bient noi se l evels i n t he ar ea, and a c umulatively s ignificant i mpact c ould oc cur.   
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Operation of the proposed facility would cause a minor increase in traffic along local roadways, 
including I -15.  I mplementation o f mitigation m easures M M-Noise-1, MM -Noise-2, and MM-
Noise-3 would reduce the contribution of the Proposed Action and other action alternatives to 
this condition, so that their contribution to this cumulative impact would not be cumulatively 
considerable. 

 

NZ-4 
Construction 
Temporary construction noise associated with the Proposed Action would constitute an adverse 
impact, and would be significant and unavoidable under CEQA.  Construction traffic associated 
with other cumulative projects, including Ivanpah SEGS, the Mountain Pass Lateral, the Calnev 
Pipeline Expansion, and the Joint Port of Entry, is also expected to use the Yates Well Road 
exit f or ac cess, and eac h w ould t herefore c ontribute t o a pot entially significant c umulative 
increase in ambient noise levels.  These impacts would be temporary, and would be reduced 
and eventually cease as construction on eac h of the projects is completed.  Implementation of 
mitigation measures MM-Noise-1, MM-Noise-2, and MM-Noise-3 would reduce the contribution 
of the Proposed Action and other action alternatives to this condition, so that their contribution to 
this cumulative impact would not be cumulatively considerable. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
The c ombined noi se from t he v arious c urrent and r easonably f oreseeable f uture p rojects, 
including the Southern Nevada Supplemental Airport and Desert Xpress, is expected to 
increase ambient noise l evels in the area, and contribute to a cumulatively significant noise 
impact, during the operational period of the Proposed Action.  However, operational noise levels 
of the Proposed Action and alternatives would be very limited, and would not exceed the County 
noise regulations or the EPA standards of 45 dBA Leq for indoors and 55 dBA Leq for outdoors, 
at the nearest residence.  Therefore, the contribution of the Proposed Action to this cumulative 
impact would not be cumulatively considerable. 

 
Decommissioning 
Noise g enerated by  de commissioning o f t he P roposed A ction and al ternatives would oc cur 
within the context of  the operations of the other reasonably foreseeable projects, including the 
Southern N evada S upplemental A irport, D esert X press, and ot her p rojects t hat ar e c urrently 
unforeseen.  I t is expected that these p rojects would contribute to a cumulatively significant 
noise impact, during the decommissioning period of the Proposed Action.  The contribution of 
the P roposed A ction t o t hese i mpacts w ould be t emporary.  Implementation o f m itigation 
measures M M-Noise-1, MM -Noise-2, and M M-Noise-3 w ould r educe t he c ontribution o f the 
Proposed Action and other action alternatives to this condition, so that their contribution to this 
cumulative impact would not be cumulatively considerable. 

 

4.9.10.6 Alternatives 
Alternative 2: 2,385 Ac Alternative 
The noise and vibration impacts associated with Alternative 2 would be approximately the same 
as those associated with the Proposed Action.  Therefore, the cumulative impacts associated 
with Alternative 2 would be the same as those described above for the Proposed Action. 
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Alternative 3: 2,151 Ac Alternative 
The noise and vibration impacts associated with Alternative 3 would be approximately the same 
as those associated with the Proposed Action.  Therefore, the cumulative impacts associated 
with Alternative 3 would be the same as those described above for the Proposed Action. 

 

Alternative 4: Reduced Acreage Alternative 
The noise and vibration impacts associated with Alternative 4 would be reduced as compared to 
those associated with the Proposed Action, due to the smaller project size and shorter duration 
of c onstruction an d de commissioning.  Therefore, the c umulative i mpacts as sociated w ith 
Alternative 4 would be lower than those described above for the Proposed Action. 

 

Alternative 5: No Action Alternative 
Alternative 5,  t he N o A ction A lternative, w ould not  c ontribute t o n oise or  v ibration i mpacts.  
Therefore, this alternative would not contribute to cumulative noise or vibration impacts. 

 

Alternative 6: No Project, Exclude Solar Alternative 
By den ying t he s olar ener gy appl ication and  ex cluding t he s ite f rom future s olar energy 
development, Alternative 6 would not contribute to cumulative noise or vibration impacts. 

 

Alternative 7: No Project, Approve Solar Alternative 
By den ying t he s olar ener gy appl ication and  ex cluding t he s ite f rom future s olar ener gy 
development, Alternative 7 would not contribute to cumulative noise or vibration impacts.  T he 
site could potentially be used for solar or other development in the future.  Noise or vibration 
impacts a ssociated w ith future ac tions w ould be c onsidered i n a later pr oject-specific 
environmental analysis. 

 

4.9.11 Mitigation Measures 
Noise impacts would be reduced by implementation of the following mitigation measures.  Even 
with mitigation, noise impacts from haul trucks during construction and decommissioning at the 
residence located at the northeast corner of the I-15/Yates Well Road interchange are likely to 
remain significant and unavoidable under CEQA, but for a short duration.  These impacts would 
also be considered to be residual effects under NEPA. 

 

MM-Noise-1: N oise Mitigation P lan. Noise i mpacts from c onstruction s hall be m itigated i n 
accordance with a Mitigation Plan to minimize effects on individuals, sensitive areas, fauna, and 
livestock. D uring per mitting, t he A pplicant s hall develop s ite-specific noi se m itigation pl ans t o 
comply with local regulations and shall seek any applicable authorizations or variances. Noise 
mitigation plans shall be provided to the construction contractors for implementation and shall 
be en forced by  c onstruction i nspectors us ing p ortable s ound l evel meters t o monitor noi se 
levels. 

The A pplicant s hall al so ens ure t hat c onstruction e quipment w ould be oper ated on an  as-
needed bas is and s hall be m aintained ac cording t o manufacturer s pecifications t o m inimize 
noise i mpacts. H aul t rucks and ot her en gine-powered eq uipment s hall be equipped with 
mufflers that meet al l applicable regulations. Haul trucks shall be operated in accordance with 
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posted speed limits. The use of truck engine compression brakes shall be limited to 
emergencies. 

 

MM-Noise-2: Notification Prior to Construction. Construction haul trucks would pass within 
250 feet of a r esidence and c onstruction ac tivities would oc cur adj acent t o the P rimm V alley 
Golf Club.  To help ensure that these areas are not affected by noise and v ibration levels, the 
Applicant shall g ive advance not ice to landowners prior to construction, l imit t he hours dur ing 
which construction activities are conducted, and ensure that construction proceeds quickly 
through such areas. In the event that the contractor expects noise levels to exceed regulated 
noise standards (based on the types of construction equipment or procedures), notice shall be 
given to the Applicant so that immediate additional noise mitigation measures could be 
instituted.  

 
MM-Noise-3: Noise Complaint Documentation and Resolution. Throughout the construction 
and decommissioning phases, the Applicant shall document, investigate, evaluate, and at tempt 
to resolve all project-related noise complaints. The Applicant shall set up a communication line 
or procedures to enable individuals to contact the company in the event that construction noise 
levels a ffect them. I n s uch c ircumstances, t he A pplicant s hall c onduct n oise as sessments t o 
ensure that the noise attributable to construction does not exceed 55 dBA Leq at noise sensitive 
land uses. In the event that noise cannot meet regulated levels, the Applicant shall develop an 
acceptable alternative construction or decommissioning work plan. 

Overall, noise impacts associated with operations and maintenance activities would be 
infrequent and o f a low level.  T hese impacts would not be s ignificant under CEQA.  However, 
implementation of the following mitigation measure would ensure that any noise attributable to 
operations and maintenance activities is minimized. 

 

MM-Noise-4: Noise Mitigation and Monitoring Plan. If the noise attributable to the operation 
of any  on-site equipment us ed for maintenance ac tivities ex ceeds 55 dBA L dn at any  noi se 
sensitive land use, the Applicant shall implement a Noise Mitigation and Monitoring Plan to 
ensure that regulatory levels are not exceeded. Mitigation measures specified in this Plan shall 
include equipment enclosures and/or noise mitigation measures at the receptor location, such 
as installation of windows with a Sound Transmission Class Rating acceptable to achieve a 45  
dBA interior noise level, sound wall, etc. As such, the Applicant would minimize noise impacts to 
help ensure that project-related operations would not result in a significant effect on the ambient 
sound level. 

 

4.9.12 Residual Impacts After Mitigation 
The temporary, i ntermittent noi se from haul  trucks pas sing by  t he r esidence l ocated a t the 
northeast c orner o f the I -15/Yates Well R oad i nterchange du ring c onstruction and  
decommissioning would be r educed w ith implementation o f mitigation measures MM-Noise-1, 
MM-Noise-2, and MM-Noise-3.  However, even with implementation of the mitigation measures, 
haul trucks may still cause intermittent noise that may result in complaints from the residences.  
Therefore, the noise from haul  t rucks pas sing by  the r esidence during c onstruction and  
decommissioning would constitute a temporary unavoidable adverse impact.  No  m itigation is  
available to reduce this impact without rerouting haul trucks farther from the residence, which 
could have secondary adverse impacts with respect to air quality, biological resources, and 
sensitive receptors in other locations. 
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4.10 Paleontology 
The BLM defines “significant paleontological resources” as any fossil that is considered to be of 
scientific interest, including most vertebrate fossil remains and traces, and certain rare or 
unusual invertebrate and plant fossils. A significant paleontological resource is considered to be 
of scientific interest i f i t i s a r are or  previously unknown species, it is of high quality and well 
preserved, i t preserves a previously unknown anatomical or other characteristic, provides new 
information about the history of life on ear th, or  has  an i dentified educ ational or  r ecreational 
value. P aleontological r esources t hat m ay be c onsidered not  t o hav e scientific significance 
include those that lack provenience (the source, origin, or location of a fossil and the recording 
thereof) or context, lack physical integrity because of decay or natural erosion, or that are overly 
redundant or are otherwise not useful for research. Vertebrate fossil remains and traces include 
bone, scales, scutes (bony external plate or scale, as on the shell of a turtle), skin impressions, 
burrows, tracks, tail drag m arks, v ertebrate c oprolites ( fossilized f eces), g astroliths ( stomach 
stones), or other physical evidence of past vertebrate life or activities (BLM 2007). 

 

4.10.1 Methodology for Analysis 
The scope of this analysis included geologic map research, an aer ial photo review, a review of 
pertinent scientific literature, a review of museum data, and a f ield survey.  The paleontological 
resource w ork w as c onducted i n ac cordance w ith current B LM pal eontological r esource 
management policy (BLM Manual and Handbook 8270-1 1998, BLM IM 2008-009 2007, BLM 
IM 2009-011 2008). 

The greater the amount of disturbance to paleontologically sensitive geologic formations (rocks 
and sediments), the greater the likelihood of adverse impacts to scientifically significant 
paleontological resources.  Even if scientifically significant fossils are not found in site surveys, 
the nature of an alluvial fan, such as that on which the project site is located, is one of continual 
erosion and depos ition, s o t hat fossils could erode onto t he s urface over t ime,. T herefore, it 
should also not be assumed that future ground disturbing projects in the area will not disturb 
scientifically s ignificant f ossils. Furthermore, i t i s as sumed t hat s cientifically s ignificant f ossils 
are located under the ground surface and although their specific locations cannot be 
determined within the pr oject ar ea, t he pot ential f or adv erse ef fects r esulting f rom pr oject-
related ground disturbing actions correlates with the paleontological sensitivity rankings of the 
geologic formations within the project area as determined using the Potential Fossil Yield 
Classification System (PFYC; BLM 2007, Paleo Solutions 2012).  The majority of  the site was 
classified as “unknown potential” for significant paleontological resources.  

This i mpact anal ysis i s bas ed on a c omparison of  t he am ount of  pr oject-related ground 
disturbance under eac h al ternative i n pal eontologically s ensitive g eologic f ormations. T he 
greater the amount of ground disturbance in higher sensitivity formations (PFYC Class 3b), the 
greater the potential for adverse impacts to scientifically significant fossils.  Conversely, lesser 
amounts of  di sturbance i n hi gher sensitivity g eologic f ormations hav e a l ower potential for 
adverse impacts to scientifically significant fossils. The analysis is a two-dimensional approach 
that does not take into account depth (volume of subsurface disturbance), only aerial extent. 

The appr oach t aken i n t his ana lysis i s t o: ( 1) det ermine t he ac reage of  pal eontologically 
sensitive ar eas, as det ermined by  g eologic m apping and the PFYC, that would be s ubject t o 
ground di sturbance under eac h al ternative, in order to estimate pot ential i mpacts t o bur ied 
fossils which are still contained within bedrock and surficial sediments within the project area, 
and w hose s pecific l ocations ar e unk nown; and ( 2) det ermine the number and locations of 
recorded fossil sites within each alternative that should be avoided or otherwise mitigated prior 
to ground disturbance.  Because resource damage or loss could occur whether disturbance is 
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temporary or permanent, the acreage of potential effect for each alternative is calculated based 
on temporary impact areas. 

 

4.10.2 CEQA Significance Criteria 
Adverse impacts to paleontological resources occur with the damage or destruction of fossils 
that are scientifically significant and the loss of associated scientific information. This includes 
destruction as the result of  surface and s ubsurface disturbance as well as unlawful vandalism 
and unaut horized c ollection of  f ossil r emains.  Implementing pal eontological m itigation f or 
known fossil sites and unknown subsurface fossil sites would ensure that potential adverse 
impacts on pal eontological r esources w ithin t he pr oject ar ea ar e r educed or  av oided. T his 
includes collecting or avoiding scientifically significant fossils located on the ground surface and 
monitoring construction ex cavations i n r ocks and s ediments w ith t he pot ential t o c ontain 
subsurface fossils so that they can be salvaged when they are uncovered.  

Direct impacts to paleontological r esources ar e t he r esult of  br eakage and c rushing as  t he 
result of disturbance to f ossils t hat hav e er oded ont o t he s urface and s ubsurface r ocks and 
sediments in which fossils are entombed.  Indirect i mpacts i nvolve increased ac cess to 
paleontological resources by construction personnel and recreational users of public lands as 
the result of project-related construction, leading to vandalism and unauthorized collection 
(theft) of the resource.  

The indicator listed below was used to determine if the proposed facility would result in impacts 
to paleontological resources. This indicator is the s ame as  t he s ignificance c riteria f or 
paleontological r esources l isted i n t he CEQA Environmental Checklist, Appendix G of the 
CEQA Guidelines:  

• Paleo-1: Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature. 

 

4.10.3 Alternative 1: Proposed Action 

4.10.3.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 

Construction 
 
Construction activities as sociated w ith t he S tateline S olar Far m P roject hav e t he pot ential t o 
disturb g eologic f ormations ( rocks and s ediments) w hich m ay contain pal eontological 
resources.  S uch di sturbances c ould r esult i n adv erse i mpacts including damage to or 
destruction of these resources. 

Under Alternative 1, the Proposed Action, a total of 2,143 acres on t he s olar f arm could 
potentially be subject to ground-disturbing activities through excavation, cut-and-fill, grading, 
and em placement of  pos ts f or solar modules and f ences.  Clearing and g rading w ould be 
conducted t o es tablish new  r oads, s taging ar eas, c oncrete pads , and t he solar array field.  
Clearing and g rading for r oads and s maller construction areas would be ac complished us ing 
bulldozers, r oad g raders, or other s tandard ear th-moving eq uipment.  Clearing and g rading 
within t he s olar ar ray f ield w ould be accomplished using c onventional f arming eq uipment 
including tractors with disking equipment.  Vibratory rollers would also be used in the solar array 
field to c ompact t he s oil and ev en out  t he s urface after t he di sking i s c omplete.  Trenching 
would be done to install underground power t ransmission lines.  In addition, excavation would 
be done to dig depressions for temporary water storage ponds, debris basin, and sedimentation 
basins. 
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The Paleo Solutions mapping and c lassification determined that the majority of the project site 
falls into PFYC classification 3b with an unknown potential for paleontological resources (Paleo 
Solutions 2012).  Implementation of mitigation measure MM-Paleo-1 would be required to 
determine the potential for the presence of paleontological resources prior to initiation of ground 
disturbing activities. 

The San Bernardino County Museum (SBCM) records review results indicate the potential for 
impact to paleontological r esources as  a r esult of  ex cavation ac tivities of  undi sturbed 
subsurface sediments in the solar farm project area.  The potential for impacts depends on the 
age at which the sediments were deposited.  Shallow excavation (less than 5 feet depth) would 
not be ant icipated to impact paleontological resources.  E xcavation to depths exceeding 5 feet 
below the existing ground surface would have the potential to disturb the presumed underlying 
lacustrine s ediments (Scott 2009 ).  S hould ex cavation t o dept hs ex ceeding 5 f eet bel ow t he 
existing g round s urface be nec essary (such as  f or t emporary w ater s torage ponds  or  debr is 
basins), or should paleontological resources be discovered during other ground disturbing 
activities, the mitigation measures in MM-Paleo-2 and MM-Paleo-3 would be required.  Should 
unanticipated paleontological resources be di scovered t he m itigation m easure i n MM-Paleo-4 
would be required. 

Based upon the literature and archives search, field surveys, and compliance documentation for 
the solar farm project, the impacts to paleontological resources should be minimal and would be 
minimized to the extent feasible through application of the required mitigation measures.  When 
properly implemented, the mitigation measures yield a net gain to the science of paleontology 
since fossils that would not otherwise hav e been di scovered c an be c ollected, i dentified, 
studied, and properly curated.  

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Operation of t he S tateline S olar Far m P roject P roposed A ction would not  i nvolve any  new  
ground di sturbance, and t herefore w ould not  hav e any  adv erse i mpacts on pal eontological 
resources. 

 

Decommissioning 
The decommissioning of  t he pr oject w ould be s imilar t o t he c onstruction ac tivities des cribed 
earlier, and would include demolition and removal of above-ground and subsurface facilities and 
site contouring and r estoration.  H owever, t he dur ation of  decommissioning would be shorter 
than t he dur ation of  c onstruction.  Decommissioning of the Stateline S olar Far m Project 
Proposed Action would not have any adverse impacts on paleontological resources, providing 
ground-disturbing ac tivities do not  oc cur deeper  t han 5 f eet below ground surface.  Should 
deeper excavations be necessary, or should paleontological resources be discovered during the 
course of decommissioning, the mitigation measures outlined in MM-Paleo-2, MM-Paleo-3, and 
MM-Paleo-4 would be implemented. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
Modification of the boundary of the Ivanpah DWMA as part of the Proposed Action would not be 
anticipated t o hav e adv erse i mpacts on pal eontological r esources.  By pl acing l imitations on 
future land uses that cause ground disturbance within the newly added 23,254 acre area, this 
action would provide a beneficial impact in reducing the potential for the disturbance of existing 
paleontological resources. 
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4.10.3.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 

Paleo-1 

Construction 
Under Alternative 1, there would be 2,143 acres disturbed during construction.  The potential for 
damaging or destroying scientifically significant paleontological resources is unknown. The 
potential for directly or indirectly destroying a unique geologic feature associated with 
paleontological resources is unknown.  The potential for causing the loss of  valuable scientific 
information by  disturbing the geologic context in which scientifically significant paleontological 
resources are contained is unknown.   Implementation of mitigation measure MM-Paleo-1 would 
require pr e-construction s urveys, w hich w ould r educe t he r isk of  af fecting uni dentified 
resources. Implementation of  mitigation measure MM-Paleo-2 would r equire c onstruction 
personnel be trained on the recognition of the types of paleontological resources that could be 
encountered in t he project area and t he procedures to be f ollowed.  Mitigation measure MM-
Paleo-3 requires that a Paleontological Mitigation and Monitoring Plan be developed that would 
establish procedures for identifying and m anaging resources.  Mitigation measure MM-Paleo-4 
requires t hat w hen pot ential f ossils ar e di scovered t hey be l eft undisturbed and provides for 
notification of the proper personnel. With implementation of these mitigation measures, impacts 
on paleontological resources would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Because no addi tional g round di sturbance would oc cur, i mpacts t o paleontological resources 
during operation and maintenance activities would be less than significant. 

 

Decommissioning 
Decommissioning of t he P roposed A ction s hould not  hav e any  adverse i mpacts on 
paleontological resources, providing ground-disturbing activities do not occur deeper than 5 feet 
below g round s urface.  S hould deeper  ex cavations be nec essary, or  should paleontological 
resources be di scovered dur ing t he c ourse of  dec ommissioning, t he mitigation measures 
outlined in MM-Paleo-2, MM-Paleo-3, and MM-Paleo-4 would be implemented.  T herefore, 
impacts would be less than significant. 

 

4.10.4 Alternative 2: 2,385 Ac Alternative 

4.10.4.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 

Construction 
Potential construction impacts associated with Alternative 2 would be similar to those described 
for the Proposed Action.  For Alternative 2, the potential impacts could occur over an area of 
2,385 ac, and therefore the potential for an impact would be s lightly g reater t han t hat of  t he 
Proposed Action.  Alternative 2 would include implementation of a portion of the solar farm in a 
separate area to the south of the Primm Valley Golf Course.  Based on a review of the geologic 
setting of this area, the potential for paleontological resources is expected to be the same as 
that for the area of the Proposed Action.  Similar to the Proposed Action, mitigation measures 
MM-Paleo-1 t hrough M M-Paleo-4 would be required, and no adverse impacts would be 
expected. 

 



DESERT STATELINE SOLAR FARM PROJECT 
4.10 PALEONTOLOGY 

 

NOVEMBER 2012 4.10-5 DRAFT EIS/EIR 

Operation and Maintenance 
Similar to the Proposed Action, operation and maintenance activities associated with Alternative 
2 would not require any additional ground disturbance.  Therefore, operations associated with 
Alternative 2 would not have adverse impacts to paleontological resources. 

 

Decommissioning 
Decommissioning of t he pr oject under  A lternative 2 would not have any adverse i mpacts on 
paleontological resources, providing ground-disturbing activities do not occur deeper than 5 feet 
below g round s urface.  S hould deeper  ex cavations be nec essary, or  should paleontological 
resources be di scovered dur ing t he c ourse of  dec ommissioning, t he mitigation measures 
outlined in MM-Paleo-2, MM-Paleo-3, and MM-Paleo-4 would be implemented. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
Modification of  t he boundar y of  t he I vanpah D WMA as part of Alternative 2  would not  be 
anticipated t o hav e adv erse i mpacts on pal eontological r esources.  By placing limitations on 
future land uses that cause ground disturbance within the newly added 23, 012 acre area, this 
action would provide a beneficial impact in reducing the potential for the disturbance of existing 
paleontological resources. 

 

4.10.4.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Significance conclusions for the impacts identified for each phase of the project (Construction, 
Operation and Maintenance, Decommissioning) would be the same as described above for the 
Proposed A ction, bas ed on the C EQA S ignificance C riteria pr esented i n S ection 4.10.2. 
Potential impacts of Alternative 2 would be less than significant. 

 

4.10.5 Alternative 3: 2,151 Ac Alternative 

4.10.5.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 

Construction 
 Potential construction impacts associated with Alternative 3 would be similar to those described 
for the Proposed Action.  For Alternative 3, the potential impacts could occur over an area of 
2,151 ac, and t herefore t he pot ential f or an impact would be about t he s ame as  that of  t he 
Proposed Action.  Similar to the Proposed Action, mitigation measures MM-Paleo-1 t hrough 
MM-Paleo-4 would be required, and no adverse impacts would be expected. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Similar to the Proposed Action, operation and maintenance activities associated with Alternative 
3 would not require any additional ground disturbance.  Therefore, operations associated with 
Alternative 3 would not have adverse impacts to paleontological resources. 

 

Decommissioning 
Decommissioning of t he pr oject under  A lternative 3 w ould not  hav e any  adverse impacts on 
paleontological resources, providing ground-disturbing activities do not occur deeper than 5 feet 



DESERT STATELINE SOLAR FARM PROJECT 
4.10 PALEONTOLOGY 

 

NOVEMBER 2012 4.10-6 DRAFT EIS/EIR 

below g round s urface.  S hould deeper  ex cavations be nec essary, or  should paleontological 
resources be di scovered dur ing t he c ourse of  dec ommissioning, t he mitigation measures 
outlined in MM-Paleo-2, MM-Paleo-3, and MM-Paleo-4 would be implemented. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
Modification of the boundary of the Ivanpah DWMA as  par t of  A lternative 3 w ould not  be 
anticipated t o hav e adv erse i mpacts on pal eontological r esources.  By placing limitations on 
future land uses that cause ground disturbance within the newly added 23,246 acre area, this 
action would provide a beneficial impact in reducing the potential for the disturbance of existing 
paleontological resources. 

 

4.10.5.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Significance conclusions for the impacts identified for each phase of the project (Construction, 
Operation and Maintenance, Decommissioning) would be the same as described above for the 
Proposed A ction, based on the CEQA S ignificance C riteria pr esented i n S ection 4.10.2. 
Potential impacts of Alternative 3 would be less than significant. 

 

4.10.6 Alternative 4: Reduced Acreage Alternative 

4.10.6.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 

Construction 
 Potential construction impacts associated with Alternative 4 would be similar to those described 
for the Proposed Action.  For Alternative 4, the potential impacts could occur over an area of 
1,766 ac, and therefore the potential for an impact would be lower than that of the Proposed 
Action.  Similar to the Proposed Action, mitigation measures MM-Paleo-1 through MM-Paleo-4 
would be required, and no adverse impacts would be expected. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Similar to the Proposed Action, operation and maintenance activities associated with Alternative 
4 would not require any additional ground disturbance.  Therefore, operations associated with 
Alternative 4 would not have adverse impacts to paleontological resources. 

 

Decommissioning 
Decommissioning of t he pr oject under  A lternative 4 w ould not  hav e any  adverse impacts on 
paleontological resources, providing ground-disturbing activities do not occur deeper than 5 feet 
below g round s urface.  S hould deeper  ex cavations be nec essary, or  should paleontological 
resources be di scovered dur ing t he c ourse of  dec ommissioning, t he m itigation m easures 
outlined in MM-Paleo-1 through MM-Paleo-4 would be implemented. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
Modification of the boundary of the Ivanpah DWMA as  par t of  A lternative 4 w ould not  be 
anticipated t o hav e adv erse i mpacts on pal eontological r esources.  By placing limitations on 
future land uses that cause ground disturbance within the newly added 23, 631 acre area, this 
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action would provide a beneficial impact in reducing the potential for the disturbance of existing 
paleontological resources. 

 

4.10.6.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Significance conclusions for the impacts identified for each phase of the project (Construction, 
Operation and Maintenance, Decommissioning) would be the same as described above for the 
Proposed A ction, bas ed on the CEQA S ignificance C riteria pr esented i n S ection 4.10.2. 
Potential impacts of Alternative 4 would be less than significant. In addition, Alternative 4 would 
not result in a substantial lessening of any s ignificant env ironmental impacts as  compared to 
the other alternatives. 

 

4.10.7 Alternative 5: No Action Alternative 

4.10.7.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under Alternative 5, the Proposed Action would not be approved and BLM would not amend the 
CDCA Plan.  As a r esult, no solar energy project would be c onstructed on t he project site and 
BLM would continue to manage the site consistent with the existing land use designation in the 
CDCA P lan.  Therefore, the impacts of  t he Proposed Action would not  occur.  However, t he 
land on which the project is proposed would become available to other uses that are consistent 
with BLM’s CDCA plan, including another renewable energy project.  If the Proposed Action is 
not approved, renewable projects would likely be developed on other sites in San Bernardino 
County, i n ot her ar eas of  California, or  i n adj acent s tates w ithin t he D esert S outhwest as  
developers strive to provide renewable power that complies with utility requirements and State 
and Federal mandates.  Several dozen wind and solar development applications for use of BLM 
land have been s ubmitted f or appr oximately one m illion ac res of  t he C alifornia D esert 
Conservation Area.  Additional BLM land in Nevada and Arizona also has applications for wind 
and s olar pr ojects.  Potential adv erse i mpacts t o pal eontological resources on non-BLM-
administered l ands under  t he No Action Alternative c ould i ncrease i n t he event developers 
focus their solar energy development ef forts on state-owned, Tribal, and pr ivate lands.  While 
solar energy dev elopment on nonf ederal l ands would be  subject t o a w ide ar ray of  
environmental reviews and approvals by virtue of  state and local permitting processes, they 
may not be subject to NEPA requirements if federal funding or permitting is not required for the 
project. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The boundaries of the existing Ivanpah DWMA would not be modified under the N o Action 
Alternative.  Land us es associated with the Ivanpah DWMA would continue as they are today.  
Because the boundary of the DWMA would not be m odified, the associated land area of more 
than 23,000 acre would be av ailable to other land uses, as are acceptable in the CDCA Plan.  
Some of these land uses, including other solar facilities, could create ground disturbance that 
could have an adverse impact on paleontological resources.  Therefore, the No Action 
Alternative w ould not  hav e t he pot ential benef icial impact to paleontological resources 
associated with limiting future land uses in that area. 

Overall, t he No Action Alternative would not  hav e any  adv erse i mpact on paleontological 
resources, but it also w ould not  hav e any  of  t he benef icial i mpacts as sociated w ith l imiting 
future land uses. 
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4.10.7.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
No impacts would occur to paleontological resources under Alternative 5. 

 

4.10.8 Alternative 6: No Project, Exclude Solar Alternative 

4.10.8.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 6 would include a finding by B LM t hat t he s ite i s no t s uitable f or s olar ener gy 
development, and no project would be approved.  As a result, no solar energy project would be 
constructed on the s ite, and t he B LM would c ontinue t o m anage t he s ite c onsistent w ith t he 
existing land use designation in the CDCA Plan.  

Because t he C DCA P lan w ould be am ended t o m ake t he ar ea unav ailable f or future solar 
energy development, it i s expected t hat t he s ite would r emain i n i ts ex isting condition unless 
another use is designated in this amendment.  As a result, no ground disturbing activities would 
occur, and there would therefore be no pot ential f or i mpacts t o pal eontological r esources.   
However, r enewable pr ojects w ould l ikely be dev eloped on ot her sites in San Bernardino 
County, i n ot her ar eas of  California, or in adjacent s tates w ithin t he D esert S outhwest as  
developers strive to provide renewable power that complies with utility requirements and state 
and Federal mandates. Construction and oper ation impacts to paleontological resources could 
occur at these other sites, similar to those described for the proposed Stateline Solar facility. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The boundar ies of  t he ex isting I vanpah D WMA w ould not  be m odified under A lternative 6 .  
Land uses associated with the Ivanpah DWMA would continue as they are today. This action 
would not have any effect on paleontological resources. 

 

4.10.8.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
No impacts would occur to paleontological resources under Alternative 6. 

 

4.10.9 Alternative 7: No Project, Approve Solar Alternative 

4.10.9.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 7 would include a finding by B LM t hat t he s ite i s not  s uitable f or s olar ener gy 
development, and none of the action alternatives would be approved.  The Stateline Solar Farm 
Project would not be constructed on the project site and the project site would remain vacant in 
the near -term.  U nder t his al ternative, t he B LM w ould not  appr ove t he pr oposed facility, but 
would amend the CDCA Plan to allow f or ot her s olar pr ojects on t he s ite.  A s a r esult, i t i s 
possible that another solar energy project could be constructed on the site. 

If t his w ere t o oc cur, i t i s l ikely t hat c onstruction and oper ation i mpacts t o paleontological 
resources would be similar to the impacts described for Alternative 1. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The bound aries of  t he ex isting I vanpah D WMA w ould not  be m odified under A lternative 7 .  
Land uses associated with the Ivanpah DWMA would continue as they are today.  If a solar or 
other r enewable ener gy f acility i s pr oposed on t he s ite i n the future, the impact on 
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paleontological resources would be considered in a project-specific environmental analysis that 
would occur at that time. 

 

4.10.9.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
There would be no impacts to paleontological resources under Alternative 7. 

 

4.10.10 Cumulative Impacts 

4.10.10.1 Geographic Extent/Context 
The geographic ex tent f or c umulative i mpacts anal ysis of  pal eontological r esources includes 
the local region in which similar resources could occur. 

 

4.10.10.2 Existing Cumulative Conditions 
Cumulative c onditions t o pal eontological resources involve t he l oss of  non -renewable 
scientifically important fossils and associated data, and the incremental loss to science and 
society of  t hese r esources ov er t ime. E nergy and commercial development projects have 
resulted i n cumulative conditions affecting paleontological r esources i n Ivanpah Valley.  The 
implementation of  pal eontological m itigation m easures dur ing s urface di sturbing pr ojects has  
resulted in the salvage and permanent preservation of large numbers of scientifically significant 
paleontological resources that would otherwise have been des troyed. This has greatly reduced 
the cumulative ef fects of  such pr ojects on pal eontological r esources, and has  r esulted i n t he 
beneficial c umulative ef fect of  m aking t hese f ossils av ailable for scientific research and 
education by placing them in museum collections. 

 

4.10.10.3 Reasonably Foreseeable Projects 
Table 4. 1-1 pr ovides a l ist of  c urrent and reasonably foreseeable projects, including other 
proposed or appr oved r enewable ener gy pr ojects, v arious B LM aut horized ac tions/activities, 
proposed or approved projects within the County’s jurisdiction, and ot her actions/activities that 
the agencies c onsider r easonably f oreseeable.  T able 4. 1-2 s ummarizes t he c umulative 
projects that would have the potential to combine with the Proposed Action and result in 
cumulative impacts to paleontological resources.  Most of these projects have either undergone 
independent environmental review pursuant to NEPA and/or CEQA, or will do so prior to 
approval.  E ven i f env ironmental r eview has  not been c ompleted f or t he c umulative pr ojects 
described in Table 4.1-2, their effects were considered in the cumulative impacts analysis in the 
draft EIS/EIR. 

Projects currently under construction in the vicinity of  the proposed facility include the Ivanpah 
SEGS s olar f acility ( 3,471 ac res), t he E ITP, Mountain P ass Lat eral nat ural gas pipeline, and 
expansion of the Molycorp Minerals, LLC rare earths mine.  Proposed projects in the vicinity of 
the proposed facility that would have potentially adverse impacts to paleontological resources 
include the I vanpah SEGS solar f acility, t he E lTP, expansion of  Molycorp Mine, the Southern 
Nevada Supplemental Airport, Desert Xpress high speed passenger rail line, Silver State Phase 
2 solar facility, and the Calnev Pipeline Expansion Project. 
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4.10.10.4 Cumulative Impacts associated with Proposed Action 

Construction 
Unknown, unrecorded paleontological resources may be found at nearly any present and future 
development s ite.  However, as they are di scovered, s ites ar e r ecorded and i nformation 
retrieved.  If the nature of the resource requires it, the resource is protected. When discovered, 
paleontological resources are treated in accordance with applicable federal and State laws and 
regulations as well as the mitigation measures and permit requirements applicable to a project.  

It is not known what paleontological resources, if any, would be affected by development of all 
present and f uture pr ojects i dentified i n T able 4. 1-2. H owever, g iven t he dens ity of past 
development in Ivanpah Valley, and the large number of reasonably foreseeable projects listed 
in T able 4. 1-2, i t i s r easonable t o as sume t hat r esources ex ist and c ould be uncovered at 
several of these sites.  Mitigation measures MM-Paleo-1 t hrough MM-Paleo-4 require t hat 
resources discovered during construction of the proposed facility be protected.  In addition, it is 
likely that s imilar mitigation measures would be r equired for the reasonably foreseeable future 
projects, thereby reducing cumulative impacts.  Assuming that pre-project surveys are required, 
it is r easonable t hat f ew i f any  addi tional s cientifically s ignificant f ossils w ould remain on t he 
ground s urface w ithin a pr oject ar ea.  Additionally, t he i mplementation of  pal eontological 
mitigation m easures dur ing ground di sturbance could r esult i n t he s alvage and per manent 
preservation of  large numbers of  scientifically s ignificant paleontological resources that would 
otherwise be destroyed.  This would greatly reduce the cumulative ef fects of  such projects on 
paleontological resources, and w ould m ake t hese f ossils available f or s cientific research and 
education by  placing t hem i n m useum c ollections. T herefore, t he pr oposed facility impacts, 
when combined with impacts from past, present and reasonably foreseeable projects would be 
negligible. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
As discussed in Alternative 1, no di rect impacts to paleontological resources are anticipated in 
association with pr oject oper ation and m aintenance.  Therefore, w ith t he i mplementation of  
mitigation m easures f or known f ossil s ites and unk nown s ubsurface f ossil s ites, potential 
adverse cumulative impacts on pal eontological r esources w ithin t he pr oject ar ea w ould be 
negligible. 

 

Decommissioning 
Decommissioning of the facility would not have any adverse impacts on paleontological 
resources, providing ground-disturbing activities do not occur deeper than 5 f eet below ground 
surface.  S hould deeper  ex cavations be nec essary, or should paleontological resources be 
discovered dur ing t he c ourse of  dec ommissioning, t he mitigation measures out lined i n MM-
Paleo-1 through MM-Paleo-4 would be i mplemented.  W ith the implementation of  the included 
mitigation measures, no decommissioning-related cumulative i mpacts t o pal eontological 
resources are anticipated and, therefore, this action would not contribute to cumulative impacts 
to paleontological resources in the region. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
Modification of the boundary of the Ivanpah DWMA as part of the Proposed Action would not be 
anticipated t o hav e adv erse i mpacts on paleontological resources.  B y pl acing l imitations on 
future land uses that cause ground disturbance within the newly added 23, 254 acre area, this 
action would contribute to a cumulative beneficial impact in reducing the potential for the 
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disturbance of  ex isting paleontological resources by  other projects in t he f uture.  A s a r esult, 
this ac tion w ould hav e a benef icial i mpact on paleontological resources within the newly 
protected area. 

 

4.10.10.5 CEQA Significance Determinations 

Paleo-1 
The potential for damaging or destroying scientifically significant paleontological resources with 
implementation of the Proposed Action or any alternatives is unknown.  The potential for 
directly or indirectly destroying a uni que g eologic f eature as sociated w ith pal eontological 
resources is unknown.  The potential for causing the loss of valuable scientific information by 
disturbing the geologic context i n which scientifically s ignificant paleontological r esources ar e 
contained is unknown.  With implementation of  mitigation measures MM-Paleo-1 through MM-
Paleo-4, cumulative impacts on pal eontological r esources w ould be r educed to a less-than-
significant level. 

 

Alternatives 

Alternative 2: 2,385 Ac Alternative 
For Alternative 2, the potential impacts could occur over an area of 2,385 acres, and therefore 
the potential for an impact would be slightly greater than that of the Proposed Action.  
Alternative 2 w ould include implementation of  a por tion of  the solar farm in a separate area to 
the south of the Primm Valley Golf Course.  Based on a review of  the geologic setting of this 
area, the potential for paleontological resources is expected to be the same as that for the area 
of the Proposed Action.  Therefore, the cumulative impacts associated with Alternative 2 would 
be the same as those described above for the Proposed Action. 

 

Alternative 3: 2,151 Ac Alternative 
The impacts to paleontological resources associated with Alternative 3 would be approximately 
the s ame as  t hose as sociated w ith the Proposed Action.  Therefore, t he c umulative i mpacts 
associated w ith A lternative 3 would be the same as  those described above f or t he Proposed 
Action. 

 

Alternative 4: Reduced Acreage Alternative 
The impacts to paleontological resources associated with Alternative 4 would be lower than 
those associated with the Proposed Action, due to the smaller project size.  Therefore, the 
cumulative impacts associated with Alternative 4 would be lower than those described above for 
the Proposed Action. 

 

Alternative 5: No Action Alternative 
Alternative 5, the No Action Alternative, would not contribute to any adverse cumulative impacts 
to paleontological resources.  However, it would also not result in the beneficial impacts to 
these resources that would be associated with the modification of the boundary of the existing 
Ivanpah DWMA.  By not protecting further areas f rom development, the No Action Alternative 
would allow future development projects t o oc cur, and t hese pr ojects c ould i mpact 
paleontological resources. 
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Alternative 6: No Project, Exclude Solar Alternative 
By denying the solar energy application and eliminating the site from future solar energy 
development, Alternative 6 would remove the potential for these land-intensive pr ojects t o 
potentially threaten paleontological resources on the site. 

 

Alternative 7: No Project, Approve Solar Alternative 
By denying the solar energy application, Alternative 7 would allow existing land uses to continue 
on the project site as they are today.  Although this alternative would not have the potential to 
threaten pal eontological resources through implementation of t he P roposed A ction, i t c ould 
allow land uses, such as renewable energy development, that could impact these resources in 
the future.  The cumulative impacts of any future projects to paleontological resources would be 
evaluated in project-specific environmental analyses at that time. 

 

4.10.11 Mitigation Measures 
In pal eontologically s ensitive ar eas, t he obj ective of  pal eontological m itigation is to reduce 
adverse effects on pal eontological r esources by  r ecovering f ossils and  associated c ontextual 
data pr ior t o and dur ing g round di sturbing ac tivities.  Paleontological m itigation r esults i n a 
beneficial impact when s cientifically i mportant f ossils and as sociated dat a ar e hous ed i n 
perpetuity and made available for educational purposes and scientific research in an accredited 
and federally approved museum. 

 

MM-Paleo-1:  Pre-Construction Ground Survey.  Prior to construction, a field survey should 
be conducted by a qualified paleontologist for the geological units classified as PFYC 3b with 
an unknown potential f or containing paleontological resources.  The Applicant should provide 
the survey team with maps and dr awings showing the footprint of  the installation, construction 
lay down areas, f acilities, and i ntended roadways.  T he m aps should identify al l areas where 
ground disturbance is or may be anticipated.  The drawings should show the location, depth, 
and extent of all ground disturbances and s hould be at  a s cale of  1 i nch = 40 f eet to 1 i nch = 
100 f eet range.  I f t he f ootprint of t he project or  i ts l inear f acilities change, the project owner 
shall provide maps and drawings reflecting t hose c hanges t o t he P roject P aleontologist and 
BLM’s A uthorized O fficer to det ermine i f addi tional s urvey i s r equired.  If construction of the 
Stateline Solar Farm project is to proceed in stages, maps and drawings may be submitted prior 
to the start of each stage.  A letter identifying the proposed schedule should be provided to the 
Project Paleontologist and BLM’s Authorized Officer.  Before work commences, the Applicant 
shall notify the Project Paleontologist and BLM’s Authorized Officer of any construction phase 
scheduling c hanges.  A t a m inimum, t he pr oject ow ner s hould ensure that the Project 
Paleontologist consults weekly with the project superintendent or construction field manager to 
confirm the area(s) to be worked the following week until ground disturbance is completed. 

  

MM-Paleo-2:  Pre-Construction T raining.  Prior t o c onstruction, a t raining s ession on t he 
recognition of  t he t ypes of  paleontological resources that could be enc ountered w ithin t he 
project area and the procedures to be f ollowed if they are found shall be presented to project 
construction personnel by a qualified and BLM-permitted professional paleontologist. 

 

MM-Paleo-3: Paleontological M itigation and M onitoring Plan.  Should g round-disturbing 
activities exceeding 5 feet in depth be required, or should the pre-construction survey determine 
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that areas of  high paleontological sensitivity exist and could be i mpacted, the Project 
Paleontologist would prepare a Paleontological M itigation and M onitoring P lan ( PMMP) in 
accordance with the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act, the County of San 
Bernardino regulations, and the proposed guidelines of the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology 
(Scott 2009).  S uch a pl an m ust be dev eloped by  a q ualified v ertebrate pal eontologist as  
defined in the County of San Bernardino Development Code §82.20.040 (Scott 2009), and must 
meet BLM’s standards from Manual 8270 (BLM 1998).  Under §82.20.040 a qualified vertebrate 
paleontologist holds an advanced degree (Master’s or higher) in geology, biology, or a r elated 
discipline (excluding ar chaeology) and has  at  l east f ive y ears ex perience w ith c ollecting, 
identifying, and curating paleontological (not including cultural) resources. 

 

MM-Paleo-4:  Recovery, Identification, and Curation of Specimens.  If construction or other 
project per sonnel di scover any  pot ential f ossils dur ing c onstruction, pr oject operation and 
maintenance, or decommissioning, the fossils shall be left undisturbed and the BLM Authorized 
Officer shall be notified immediately.  Ground-disturbing activities within the i mmediate ar ea 
would be temporarily stopped in the event of  an unant icipated paleontological discovery in the 
course of  s ubsurface di sturbance.  Qualified pal eontologic per sonnel would r ecover, i dentify, 
and c urate s pecimens i dentified dur ing t he f ield s urvey or  m onitoring pr ogram.  Specimens 
would be recovered; prepared in such a way as to allow identification, stabilized, identified, 
permanently preserved, and curated into the collections of the Division of Geological Sciences 
of the SBCM.  The Applicant would obtain a written repository agreement with the SBCM prior 
to commencement of the Proposed Action.  Mitigation of  adv erse impacts to s ignificant 
paleontologic resources would be considered i ncomplete unt il al l c ollected s pecimens hav e 
been accessioned i nto t he S BCM’s c ollection.  Procedures f or t he r etention of  s pecimen 
provenance i nformation, s pecimen i dentification, and s pecimen c uration w ould be  detailed i n 
the PMMP. 

To expedite salvage of a paleontological resource, t he Project Paleontologist would have the 
authority to request the assistance of Proposed Action resources (e.g., heav y machinery or 
construction staff) to remove the resource and relocate it to a designated stockpile area.  
Construction would r esume at  t he di scovery l ocation af ter t he P roject P aleontologist has  
authorized Proposed Action activities to resume.  The Project Paleontologist would identify and 
curate recovered paleontological specimens and prepare a report det ailing t he finding, 
presenting an analysis on t he potential for additional paleontological resources, and pr eparing 
recommendations for implementation of additional mitigation measures. 
 

4.10.12 Residual Impacts After Mitigation 
The i mplementation of  t he r equired m itigation m easures would substantially reduce potential 
adverse impacts on scientifically s ignificant pal eontological r esources. S uch m itigation 
measures have been proven to be effective in reducing adverse effects on fossils resulting from 
surface-disturbing projects on BLM land throughout the western United States. However, even 
in t he m ost ef fective pal eontological m itigation m onitoring pr ogram, inadvertent damage to 
paleontological resources does occur. This damage occurs at the point at which the fossils are 
uncovered by excavation equipment, and in cases i n w hich f ossils ar e not  i dentified by  
paleontological monitors dur ing ex cavation. T he dam age c aused by  c onstruction equipment 
can typically be r epaired in a pal eontological laboratory. However, damage to f ossils t hat are 
not identified by paleontological monitors represents an unavoidable adverse impact. 
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4.11 Public Health and Safety 
This section describes effects on public health and safety and worker safety that could result 
from implementation of the proposed Desert Stateline Solar Farm facility (Proposed Action or 
Project) and under eac h alternative.  T he following di scussion addr esses pot ential 
environmental impacts associated with implementation of the proposed project, and 
recommends measures to reduce or avoid adverse impacts anticipated from construction, 
operation and m aintenance, and dec ommissioning of the proposed facility and al ternatives.  A  
discussion of cumulative impacts related to public health and safety is also included in this 
section. 

 

4.11.1 Methodology for Analysis 
This anal ysis of  di rect and i ndirect i mpacts f or t he Proposed Action includes c onstruction; 
operation and m aintenance; and dec ommissioning.  Based on t he s cope of  t he P roposed 
Action and alternatives, and the af fected env ironment i n w hich t he pr oject w ould be 
implemented, BLM considered potential impacts on the following issue areas: seismic hazards, 
hazardous materials and waste management, worker safety (including commuting to and f rom 
the worksite), and intentionally destructive acts. 

 

Seismic and Hazards 
The Proposed Action and al ternatives are evaluated in terms of their susceptibility to geologic 
and seismic hazards.  P otential ef fects on t hese resources are assessed based upon existing 
publications and m aps c ompleted by  agencies such as  t he U .S. G eological S urvey ( USGS), 
California Geologic Survey, and California Division of Mines and Geology, as well as geologic 
studies conducted by the Applicant.  The potential for damage to proposed structures or 
increased risk of i njury due t o g eologic haz ards w as anal yzed us ing av ailable dat a f rom t he 
aforementioned sources.  The c onclusions and r ecommendations i n t he A pplicant’s 
geotechnical i nvestigation ar e ev aluated and,  w here appl icable, ar e i ncorporated into the 
analysis.  Further analysis of the potential for impacts due t o subsidence or expansive soils is 
evaluated in Section 4.14 (Soil Resources). 

 

Hazardous Materials and Waste Management 
In or der t o as sess t he pot ential f or r eleased hazardous materials and w astes to af fect t he 
public, t his anal ysis evaluates s everal as pects of  t he pr oposed use of these materials at the 
facility, including: 

• Use, storage, transport, and disposal of petroleum products and/or hazardous materials; 
and 

• The pot ential t o m obilize c ontaminants i n t he s oil or  g roundwater, c reating potential 
pathways of exposure to humans or wildlife that would result in exposure to contaminants 
at levels that would be expected to be harmful. 

The hazardous materials that would be used dur ing pr oject c onstruction and oper ations was 
defined i n T able 4.11-1, and i ncludes pet roleum f uels ( diesel and g asoline), motor oil, 
transformer o il, hydraulic f luid, and soil stabilizers. I n addi tion, t he PV panels themselves are 
composed of a c admium-telluride (CdTe) material.  This analysis was conducted by examining 
the choice and am ount of  chemicals to be us ed, the manner in which the Applicant would use 
the chemicals, t he manner by  which they would be t ransported to the f acility, and t he way in 
which the Applicant plans to store the materials on-site. 
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The Applicant has provided pr oposed measures that w ould be implemented as part of their 
proposed project (First Solar 2012b).  These include: 

• Any m odules dam aged or  br oken dur ing c onstruction or  oper ation w ould be recycled 
into new modules or other products.  The PV modules would be inspected and handled 
per Fi rst S olar’s B roken P V M odule D etection and H andling P lan.  Any additional 
construction waste generated would be r emoved i n ac cordance w ith appl icable 
requirements.  Specific waste disposal regulations and disposal locations are discussed 
in t he A pplicant’s E mergency R esponse and H azardous M aterials Management Plan 
(First Solar 2012b). 

• Vegetation would be managed in an effort to minimize the potential for vegetative fuel 
build-up.  A  Fi re P rotection P lan in compliance w ith C ounty r egulations w ould be 
prepared. 

• The Applicant would implement their Emergency R esponse and H azardous Materials 
Management Plan (First Solar 2012b) to address management of hazardous materials 
during construction. 

Engineering and administrative controls concerning the use of hazardous materials are included 
as part of the Proposed Action. Engineering controls are the physical or mechanical systems, 
such as  s torage t anks or  automatic shut-off valves, that can prevent the spill of hazardous 
material from occurring, or that can either limit the spill to a small amount or confine it to a small 
area.  Administrative controls are the rules and procedures that w orkers at  t he f acility m ust 
follow that would help to prevent accidents or to keep them small if they do occur.  Engineering 
and administrative controls to be used by the Applicant are defined in the Emergency Response 
and H azardous M aterials M anagement Plan (First S olar 2012b) , w hich s pecifies m easures 
associated with the management of  ons ite hazardous materials, f uels, and w astes generated 
during c onstruction, oper ations, a nd dec ommissioning.  T his P lan i ncludes t he f ollowing 
elements: 

- Identification of worker duties and responsibilities associated with emergency 
response; 

- Employee training; 
- Procedures for emergency response and incident reporting; 
- Procedures for storing and handling hazardous materials; 
- Procedures for waste characterization, recycling, and disposal; and 
- Procedures for conducting inspections of hazardous materials and waste storage 

areas. 
 
Emergency Response 
The evaluation of the Proposed Action and alternatives includes an assessment of the potential 
for these actions to interfere with emergency response services. 
 
Worker Safety 
The Proposed Action and alternatives are ev aluated t o det ermine t he m anner i n w hich t hey 
would pr otect w orker heal th and s afety, i ncluding c ompliance w ith f ederal, S tate, and local 
regulations associated with worker safety.  This includes and evaluation regarding whether the 
Proposed Action or alternatives would expose workers to contaminated or hazardous materials at 
levels in excess of those permitted by the Federal Occupational Safety and Health 
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Administration (OSHA) in 29 C FR §1910 and California OSHA (CalOSHA) in CCR T itle 8 , o r 
expose members of the public to direct or indirect contact with hazardous materials from 
Proposed Action construction or  operations.  The analysis also evaluates the potential risk to 
worker and publ ic s afety as sociated w ith i ncreased t raffic due t o w orker c ommuting and 
material deliveries. 

 

Intentionally Destructive Acts 
The pot ential f or i ntentional des tructive ac ts, such as  sabotage or  t errorism events, t o cause 
impacts to human health and the environment, is discussed.  As opposed to industrial hazards, 
collisions, and nat ural ev ents, w here i t i s pos sible t o es timate ev ent pr obabilities bas ed on 
historical data and information, it is not possible to accurately estimate the probability of an act 
of terrorism or sabotage. 

 

4.11.2 CEQA Significance Criteria 
The following criteria were used to determine the significance of impacts under CEQA: 

• PH&S-1: Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including 
the risk of loss, injury, or death involving: 

i. Rupture of  a known earthquake fault, as del ineated on the most recent Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area 
or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault; 

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking; or 

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction. 

• PH&S-2: Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine 
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials.  

• PH&S-3: Create a significant hazard to the publ ic or  t he env ironment t hrough 
reasonably foreseeable ups et and ac cident c onditions i nvolving t he r elease of  
hazardous materials into the environment.  

• PH&S-4: Emit h azardous em issions or  handl e haz ardous or  ac utely hazardous 
materials, substances, or waste within 0.25 miles of an existing or proposed school.  

• PH&S-5: Be located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous materials sites 
compiled pur suant t o G overnment Code § 65962.5 and, as a result, would create a 
significant hazard to the public or the environment. 

• PH&S-6: Impair implementation of , or  physically interfere with, an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation plan. 

• PH&S-7: Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid 
waste. 

For t he P roposed Action and al ternatives, t he c riteria numbered PH&S-4  and P H&S-5 were 
determined to be inapplicable as the project area is not located within 0.25 miles of a school 
and i s not  on the Cortese Li st pursuant t o G overnment C ode § 65962. 5 (DTSC 2012). 
Therefore, t hese criteria are not addressed further i n t he i mpact anal ysis pr esented i n t his 
section. 
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4.11.3 Alternative 1: Proposed Action 

4.11.3.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
To c omplete t his anal ysis of  env ironmental c onsequences as sociated w ith i mpacts on publ ic 
health and s afety, t he B LM c onsidered pot ential i mpacts associated w ith s eismic hazards, 
hazardous materials, solid waste, worker safety, and intentionally destructive acts.   

 

Construction 
Seismic and Geologic Hazards 
The potential for seismic and g eologic hazards to be pr esent at the project site was discussed 
in Section 3.11.  In general, since the project site is located on a relatively flat area at the base 
of a stable alluvial fan, and adjacent to a dry lake bed, there is no r isk of landslide that could 
affect project structures, or that could be caused by project construction.  Similarly, because the 
project would not  r equire c onstruction of  l arge occupied buildings, and all of  t he surrounding 
land i s undev eloped, t here i s no r isk of  s ubstantial dam age t o s ite s tructures or  t o near by 
populations. To verify that seismic haz ards w ould not  af fect t he pr oject, t he A pplicant w ould 
conduct preliminary site investigations as outlined in mitigation measure MM-PH&S-1. 

As discussed in Section 3.11, the Centers for Disease Control (CDC) depicts the project area 
within the natural range of Coccidioides spp. fungi which cause valley fever (CDC 2012).  No 
human health risk assessment exists for the project site and its landscape setting at present.  
Risks associated with contaminants or naturally occurring medical geologic hazards would 
occur through inhalation of dust.  Mitigation measures designed to avoid or reduce air 
emissions for the Proposed Action are developed in Section 4.2, and t hese include the use of 
fugitive dust control measures.  The Applicant would submit their fugitive dust control plan (First 
Solar 2012c ) to the M ojave D esert A ir Q uality M anagement D istrict f or appr oval prior t o 
beginning c onstruction. T he f ugitive dus t c ontrol measures would result in 90 percent 
reductions of  em issions, and w ould t hus r educe t he pot ential f or m obilization of  nat urally 
occurring medical geologic hazards.. 

 

Hazardous Materials and Waste Management 
Hazardous Materials 

Hazardous m aterials that would be us ed dur ing the construction phase of  t he S tateline Solar 
Farm Project are outlined in Table 4.11-1 below: 

 

Table 4.11-1. Hazardous Material Usage and Storage During Construction 

Hazardous Material Storage Volume During Construction 

Diesel Fuel 5,000 gallons 

Gasoline 5,000 gallons 
30W Motor Oil 100 quarts 

Transformer Oil (Mineral Oil) From 0 gallons at beginning of construction up to 72,000 gallons 
at end of construction 

Hydraulic Fluid and Lube Oil 500 gallons 
Soil Stabilizer 
(ChlorTex Road Binder, 
Eccotex Soil Binder, or PlasTex 
Soil Stabilizer) 

500 gallons 
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None of these materials would be ex pected to cause off-site impacts as a r esult of  the limited 
quantities on-site, their relative toxicity, their physical states, and/or their environmental mobility.  
A review of the Material Safety Data Sheets (MSDSs) for the soil stabilizing products indicates 
that ChlorTex and P lasTex contain non-hazardous inorganic s alts including magnesium 
chloride, calcium chloride, s odium c hloride, m agnesium ni trate, and c alcium s ulfate 
hemihydrates ( Plaster of  P aris).  These materials would not  be ex pected t o hav e adv erse 
impacts to publ ic heal th and s afety.  T he M SDS f or E ccoTex does  not  s pecify t he c hemical 
content of this product.  Therefore, public health and safety impacts from the use of this product 
cannot be determined. 

All hazardous materials that would be used during construction would be containerized, 
handled, transported, and disposed of according to federal and State regulations.  The 
Applicant and its contractors would be required t o m aintain haz ardous m aterials i n pr oper 
storage containers and with sufficient secondary containment in accordance with Federal and 
State regulations. The Applicant would implement their Emergency Response and Hazardous 
Materials M anagement P lan (First Solar 2012b)  and a S pill P revention, Control, and 
Countermeasures (SPCC) Plan pursuant to mitigation measure MM-PH&S-2.  Implementation 
of these plans would reduce the potential for spills to occur. 

The potential exists for hazardous materials being used at the project site to be released into 
the desert washes and ephem eral streams that traverse the site; however, mitigation measure 
MM-PH&S-2 would r equire hazardous m aterials use and s torage t o occur at  a di stance f rom 
watercourses, which would reduce the potential for any spilled materials to enter watercourses. 
With implementation of  mitigation measure MM-PH&S-2, i mpacts f rom t he r elease of  
hazardous m aterials t o des ert w ashes and ephem eral s treams w ould be r educed, but  not 
completely avoided.  

The potential also exists for motor vehicle fuel to be released from on-site storage tanks or for 
transformer oi l t o be r eleased at  t he pr oject s ubstation i f a leak were to occur, potentially 
resulting in a hazard to soil, water, wildlife, or personnel at the project site. The Applicant would 
be s ubject t o a s pill pr evention and r esponse pl an, w hich r equires a secondary means of 
containment f or s pills of  l arge q uantities of petroleum products us ed at  t he pr oject s ite. 
Implementation of this plan would reduce impacts from the release of motor v ehicle fuel or 
transformer oil. Impacts would be reduced, but not completely avoided. 

In or der t o addr ess s pill r esponse, t he f acility w ould pr epare and i mplement an emergency 
response plan which includes information on hazardous materials contingency and em ergency 
response pr ocedures, s pill c ontainment and pr evention s ystems, personnel training, spill 
notification, on -site s pill c ontainment, and prevention equipment and c apabilities. E mergency 
procedures w ould be es tablished w hich i nclude ev acuation, spill cleanup, hazard prevention, 
and emergency response.  

 

Air Emissions 

The oper ation of  c onstruction eq uipment would result i n ai r em issions from diesel-fueled 
engines. Diesel exhaust contains over 40 s ubstances that are listed by the EPA as hazardous 
air pollutants and by  t he C ARB as  t oxic ai r c ontaminants. E xposure t o di esel ex haust m ay 
cause both short- and long-term adverse health effects. Epidemiological studies also strongly 
suggest a causal relationship between occupational diesel exhaust exposure and l ung cancer.  
Construction of the Stateline Solar Farm Project is estimated to take approximately two to four 
years with an operational life expectancy of 30 years (First Solar 2011). Assessment of chronic 
(long-term) health effects assumes continuous exposure to toxic substances over a significantly 
longer time period, typically from 8 to 70 years. 
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Mitigation measures designed t o avoid or reduce air emissions for the Proposed Action are 
developed i n S ection 4. 2.  T hese i nclude the us e of  f ugitive dus t control measures.  The 
Applicant would submit their fugitive dust control plan (First Solar 2012c) to the Mojave Desert 
Air Quality Management District for approval prior to beginning construction. The fugitive dust 
control measures would result in 90 percent reductions of emissions. In order to further mitigate 
potential i mpacts f rom par ticulate em issions dur ing the operation of diesel-powered 
construction equipment, ultra-low sulfur diesel fuel and Tier 3 California Emission Standards for 
Off-Road Compression-Ignition Engines would be used.  

 

PV Modules 

The proposed PV technology utilizes CdTe as  t he s emiconductor m aterial. I n i ts el emental 
form, cadmium is a hum an carcinogen. However, in t he First Solar modules, t he cadmium in 
combined in a chemical c ompound w ith t ellurium i n t he f orm of  C dTe, and t hen s ealed i n 
between two plates of  glass.  C dTe itself has a l ow vapor pressure and water solubility, which 
result in low mobility if released into the environment.  C dTe also has high boiling and melting 
points, which limit the potential for release as a result of a fire. 

The French Ministry of Ecology, Energy, Sustainable Development, and t he Sea performed an 
assessment of First Solar’s CdTe PV program and c oncluded that, “During standard operation 
of CdTe PV systems, there are no cadmium emissions – to air, to water, or to soil. In the 
exceptional c ase of  ac cidental f ires or  broken panels, scientific studies s how t hat c admium 
emissions r emain neg ligible. A ccordingly, l arge-scale depl oyment of  C dTe P V can be 
considered safe to human health and the environment.”  (Lincot 2009). 

The European Commission, Joint Research Center and sponsored by the German Environment 
Ministry Conducted a peer review three studies of the CdTe PV.  The commission concluded 
“…CdTe used in PV is in an environmentally stable form that does not leak into the environment 
during normal use or foreseeable accidents, and therefore can be considered t he 
environmentally safest current use of cadmium.”  A dditionally, t he c ommission reported that    
“…Large scale use of CdTe photovoltaic modules does not present any risks to public health 
and the environment.” (Jager-Waldau 2005). 

The Norwegian Geotechnical Institute conducted a l iterature review to evaluate emissions and 
potential effects of CdTe with respect to final disposal.  The report noted that there is very little 
data on t he bi ogeochemical pr operties of  C dTe or  t he hum an t oxicity of  C dTe ( Norwegian 
Geotechnical I nstitute 2010) .  T he r eport not ed t hat l eaching of  t ellurium from crushed CdTe 
modules does occur at high pH levels, but that additional tests would be needed to determine if 
cadmium is mobilized at lower pH levels.  The report concluded that uncontrolled dumping of 
CdTe could present environmental r isks, but that the r isk of uncontrolled spreading of Cd and 
Te contamination at approved landfills was considered to be low. 

Sinha and others (2012) c onducted a f ate and t ransport ana lysis t o det ermine pot ential 
exposure to cadmium from broken CdTe modules.  The study assumed worst-case scenarios 
for several factors, including: 

• Total release of Cd; 

• Release from a rooftop installation as opposed to a ground installation.  This was 
assumed to be conservative because rainwater runoff is more concentrated on a rooftop 
installation; and 

• Comparison of results to human residential screening levels. 

The analysis modeled concentrations of cadmium that w ould be r eleased t o s oil, ai r, and 
groundwater, and found that results were one t o six orders of  magnitude below human health 
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screening levels in a California exposure scenario.  The study concluded that potential 
exposures to cadmium from rainwater leaching of broken modules in a commercial building 
scenario was unlikely to pose a pot ential health r isk to workers or of fsite residents (Sinha and 
others 2012). 

Zayed and P hillippe c onducted a t oxicological s tudy t o determine the median lethal 
concentration/dose of  CdTe, and t o compare that value to the toxicity of elemental cadmium.  
The report concluded that the CdTe compound was less toxic than cadmium alone (Zayed and 
Phillippe 2009). 

In addition to these studies, BLM has evaluated studies which evaluate the potential for release 
of cadmium from CdTe modules as a result of a fire.  Those studies are summarized in Section 
4.21.  T hat section concluded that potential release of cadmium during a f ire is a very unlikely 
occurrence.  The panels t hemselves c ontain no c ombustible m aterial.  T he m anner i n which 
vegetation would be removed and managed throughout the operational period means that there 
would be no fuel sources located near the panels.  Although electrical fires occur in substations, 
there would be no f uel or  m echanism f or s uch a f ire t o s pread to t he panel s.  S hould a fire 
reach the panels, the glass-CdTe-glass construction of the panels would eliminate the potential 
for the release of cadmium. 
First Solar PV modules are not regulated as hazardous materials subject to California or 
Federal hazardous material management regulations.  Any modules damaged or broken during 
construction or operation would be collected and returned to First Solar’s manufacturing facility 
in Ohio for recycling into new modules or other products, according to First Solar’s Broken PV 
Module Detection and Handling Plan.  At the end of  their productive life, the modules would be 
classified as California hazardous waste, but not federal hazardous waste.  The modules would 
be packaged and transported in accordance with California hazardous waste regulations, and 
then recycled under First Solar’s Module Collection and Recycling Program. 

In g eneral, t he s tudies c ited abov e ar e not  c onclusive w ith r espect t o pot ential risks at the 
Stateline P roject s ite bec ause t hey do not  pr ovide a s ite-specific, l ong-term anal ysis of  t he 
potential for leaching of  cadmium in a desert environment, nor do they evaluate the toxicity of 
released cadmium on s ite-specific environmental resources.  H owever, the weight of  evidence 
at this t ime strongly suggests that risks associated with the potential release of cadmium from 
the modules at the Proposed Project site is low. 

 

Waste Management 

Waste g enerated by  pr oject c onstruction w ould include non-hazardous bui lding debr is, liquid 
wastes, and s mall q uantities of liquid haz ardous w aste (First S olar 2011) .  Non-hazardous 
wastes would i nclude sanitary wastewater; scrap wood, concrete, and m iscellaneous packing 
materials; and dust suppression, drainage, and equipment wash water (First Solar 2011). 

The Applicant would implement their Waste Management Plan (included as a subsection within 
their Emergency Response and Hazardous Materials Management Plan, [First Solar 2012b]) as 
part of mitigation measure MM-PH&S-2.  Implementation of this plan would reduce the potential 
for releases from waste management activities. The Applicant would also be required to make 
the proper notifications of any impending enforcement actions related to waste management. 

Small q uantities of  haz ardous w aste generated dur ing c onstruction t hat c annot be r ecycled 
would be placed in appr oved c ontainers f or t ransporting haz ardous w aste and t ransported 
under manifest by a licensed hazardous waste hauler to a permitted hazardous waste treatment 
or disposal facility in accordance with state and federal regulations. Waste lubricating oil would 
be r ecovered and r ecycled by  a w aste oi l r ecycling c ontractor.  Sanitary w astes g enerated 
during c onstruction w ould be c ollected i n por table, s elf-contained t oilets and pumped 
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periodically for disposal at an appropriate facility (First Solar 2011).   All non-hazardous wastes 
would be r ecycled t o t he ex tent pos sible and non -recyclable wastes would be c ollected by  a 
licensed haul er and di sposed i n a s olid w aste di sposal f acility, i n ac cordance with Title 14, 
California C ode of  R egulations, S ections 17200 et  s eq.  Absent any  unus ual c ircumstances, 
project c ompliance w ith l aws and r egulations w ould be s ufficient to ensure that no adverse 
impacts would occur as a result of project waste management activities. 

 

Disturbance of Existing Contamination 

Site disturbances occur during facility construction from excavation, grading, and earth moving. 
Such activities have the potential to adversely affect public health through various mechanisms, 
such as the creation of airborne dust, material being carried off site through soil erosion, and 
uncovering buried hazardous substances. The site is located in an undeveloped area and is not 
located on l ocated on a s ite t hat i s i ncluded on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled 
pursuant to Government C ode § 65962. 5 ( DTSC 2012).  In t he ev ent t hat c onstruction 
excavation, grading, or trenching activities for the Proposed Action encounter potentially 
contaminated soils and/or any specific handling, disposal, or other precautions that may be 
necessary pursuant to hazardous waste management laws and regulations, Mitigation measure 
MM-PH&S-3 would addr ess any  s oil c ontamination c ontingency t hat may be encountered 
during construction of the project and would ensure compliance with laws and regulations. 

 

Conclusions 

Under NEPA, no impacts to the public or the environment through conventional use, storage, 
transportation, disposal of petroleum products and/or hazardous materials during construction 
are anticipated. All activities associated with hazardous materials are regulated and the 
Applicant and its contractors would be obligated to comply with these regulations. The potential 
for hazardous materials to be r eleased from the project site would be v ery low, and t he public 
would not be exposed to hazardous materials directly or indirectly. 

 

Emergency Response 
Although the solar PV panels and associated components contain few flammable components, 
the pr esence of  el ectrical g enerating eq uipment and el ectrical cables, along with various oils 
(lubricating, cooling, and hydraulic) creates the potential for fire or a medical emergency within 
the f acility.  S torage and us e of  t hese s ubstances m ay oc cur at  t he pr oject substation, in 
electrical transmission structures, staging areas, and the O&M facility. 

The project s ite i s located in a r ural area with several alternative access roads allowing easy 
access to the site in the event of an emergency. However, perimeter fencing and security gates 
could physically i nterfere w ith em ergency v ehicle ac cess o r per sonnel ev acuation f rom t he 
project site.  During the construction phase, access roads would have gates or signs installed, 
as necessary, to control public access to the site for safety reasons. 

If an emergency were to occur within the facility boundaries, heavy construction-related traffic 
could interfere with emergency response to t he pr oject s ite or  em ergency ev acuation 
procedures in t he event of  an em ergency such as  a wildfire or a chemical spill at the project 
site. To ensure emergency access to the project site during construction, the Applicant would 
follow their Traffic Control P lan ( First S olar 2012e)  as  r equired by  m itigation measure MM-
PH&S-4.  T his plan would require the Applicant to appoint an Emergency Response Liaison to 
coordinate the reduction of  construction-related traffic for the duration of  any emergency at  or 
nearby the project site and preparation of a traffic management plan that includes assurance of 



DESERT STATELINE SOLAR FARM PROJECT 
4.11 PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY 

 

NOVEMBER 2012 4.11-9 DRAFT EIS/EIR 

access for emergency vehicles t o t he pr oject s ite. I mplementation of  t he Traffic Control P lan 
would reduce impacts to emergency access, but impacts would not be completely avoided. 

Given the rural nature of the facility, it is unlikely that project construction activities could affect 
the provision of emergency services to any other residence or business in the project vicinity. 

 

Worker Safety 
The Stateline Solar Farm Project would present a unique work environment that includes a 
solar f ield located in t he high desert.  Examples of potential hazards that could affect worker 
safety include: 

• Exposure to hazardous materials and herbicides used during project construction, and 
dust generated as part of project construction; 

• Exposure to loud noises; 

• Falls, trips, burns, lacerations, and other injuries due to moving equipment, working in 
and near trenches, and confined space entry and egress; 

• Exposure t o f alling equipment or structures, fires, explosions, and el ectrical sparks or  
electrocution. 

Worker s afety i s r egulated bot h by  the Federal OSHA a nd Ca lOSHA.  Construction s afety 
orders ar e pub lished at T itle 8 of  t he C alifornia C ode of  R egulations, s ection 1502 et  s eq. 
These requirements are promulgated by CalOSHA and apply to the construction and operations 
phases of the project.  

The Applicant would establish policies and procedures, training, and haz ard r ecognition and 
controls to m inimize t hese haz ards and pr otect w orkers. By c omplying w ith al l l aws and 
regulations, w orkers would be adequately protected from health and s afety haz ards.  T he 
Applicant’s health and s afety pr ogram would be  designed t o m inimize worker hazards during 
construction and operation of the project.   

California regulations require personal protective equipment (PPE) and first aid supplies 
whenever hazards in the environment, or from chemicals or mechanical irritants, could cause 
injury or impair bodily function through absorption, inhalation, or physical contact (8 CCR § 
3380 t o 3400) .  All s afety eq uipment would m eet National Institute of Safety and Health 
(NIOSH) or  A NSI s tandards and would carry m arkings, num bers, or  certificates of  appr oval. 
Respirators would meet N IOSH and C alOSHA s tandards. Each em ployee would be  provided 
with the following information about protective clothing and equipment: 

• Proper use, maintenance, and storage; 

• When protective clothing and equipment are used; 

• Benefits and limitations; and 

• When and how protective clothing and equipment are replaced. 

The PPE pr ogram would ensure t hat the Applicant complies with appl icable requirements f or 
PPE and provides employees with the information and t raining necessary to protect them from 
potential hazards in the workplace.  Implementation of the plan, which is included as part of the 
Applicant’s Emergency R esponse and Hazardous M aterials M anagement P lan ( First S olar 
2012b), would be required as per mitigation measure MM-PH&S-2.  
California r egulations also require an emergency action plan (8 CCR § 3220). This plan, 
included as the Applicant’s Emergency Response and Hazardous Materials Management Plan 
(First Solar 2012b) addresses the following items: 
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• Emergency p rocedures f or t he pr otection of  per sonnel, eq uipment, the environment, 
and materials; 

• Fire and emergency reporting procedures; 

• Response actions for accidents involving personnel and/or property; 

• Response and reporting requirements for bomb threats; 

• Site assembly and emergency evacuation route procedures; 

• Natural disaster responses (for example, earthquakes, high winds, and flooding); 

• Reporting and notification procedures for emergencies (including on-site, off-site, local 
authorities, and/or state jurisdictions); 

• Alarm and communication systems needed for specific operations; 

• Emergency personnel (response team) responsibilities and notification roster; 

• Specifies emergency response equipment and strategic locations; and 

• Training and instruction requirements and programs. 

With respect t o her bicides, mitigation measure MM-PH&S-5 would require t he A pplicant t o 
implement t heir N oxious W eed M anagement P lan ( First S olar 2012a) , w hich includes the 
following provisions: 

• The dev elopment and i mplementation of  B MPs f or t he s torage and appl ication of  
herbicides used to control weeds beneath and around the solar array. 

• A BMP requiring proper herbicide storage and appl ication would mitigate potential risks 
to w orkers f rom ex posure t o her bicides and r educe the chance that herbicides would 
contaminate ei ther s urface w ater or  g roundwater. T he B MP s hould f ollow ei ther the 
guidelines established by the EPA, or more recent guidelines established by the State of 
California or EPA. 

Worker and publ ic safety would also be af fected by increased traffic conditions associated with 
worker c ommuting and m aterial del ivery dur ing c onstruction.  T he i ncrease i n traffic is 
evaluated in Section 4.16.  During t he peak  of  c onstruction of  t he pr oject, c ommuting and 
deliveries would result in an increase of 880 trips per day on I-15, which is approximately 2.5 
percent of the current 37,000 Annual Average Daily Trips.  T he workers commuting to the site 
would likely be traveling from Las Vegas, approximately one hour  away, and w ould also l ikely 
be c ommuting to the site in the early morning (before 7 am ).  W hile t his w ould al low t he 
increased commuting traffic to occur at a time when normal traffic is at a lower volume, the long 
commute at an early hour could also increase the potential for traffic accidents by site workers. 

The Applicant’s Emergency Response and Hazardous Materials Management Plan includes a 
module on vehicular accidents.  W orker safety training for employees would include discussion 
of vehicle accident hazards. 

 

Intentionally Destructive Acts 
Depending on the severity of the event, fixed c omponents of  a s olar pow er f acility c ould be 
damaged or  des troyed, r esulting i n ec onomic, s afety, and environmental consequences. 
Equipment used in constructing the solar facility could also be impacted, potentially resulting in 
loss of life. In general, the consequences of an intentionally destructive act, including sabotage 
or terrorist attack on a solar facility would be expected to be s imilar to those discussed under 
seismic hazards and haz ardous m aterials r egarding ac cidental and nat ural ev ents. T he 
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potential consequences of such events would be site-specific and unlikely to occur.  The 
Applicant’s Plan of  Development (First Solar 2011) and Emergency Response and Hazardous 
Materials Management Plan (First Solar 2012b) provide the requirements for site fencing, 
access control, and emergency procedures. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Seismic Hazards 
Similar to the discussion provided above for construction, operations and maintenance activities 
would not be threatened, and would not cause the potential for, releases of materials or 
damage to structures due to a geologic event. 

 
Hazardous Materials and Waste Management 
Hazardous Materials 

Hazardous materials that would be us ed dur ing the operations and m aintenance phase of the 
Stateline Solar Farm Project are outlined in Table 4.11-2 below: 

 

Table 4.11-2. Hazardous Material Usage and Storage During Operations 

Hazardous Material Storage Volume During Operations 

Diesel Fuel 0 gallons 

Gasoline 5,000 gallons 
30W Motor Oil 0 quarts 
Transformer Oil (Mineral Oil) 72,000 gallons 
Hydraulic Fluid and Lube Oil 100 gallons 
Soil Stabilizer 
(ChlorTex Road Binder, Eccotex Soil 
Binder, or PlasTex Soil Stabilizer) 

500 gallons 

 

As discussed for construction, none of these materials would be expected to cause off-site 
impacts as a result of the limited quantities on-site, their relative toxicity, their physical states, 
and/or their environmental mobility.  In general, the volumes of hazardous materials used on-
site would be much lower than for construction, because fuels and oils associated with heavy 
equipment would not be present, and f uels and oi ls associated with other vehicle traffic would 
be m uch r educed.  S imilar t o c onstruction, the A pplicant would implement their Emergency 
Response and H azardous Materials Management P lan (First Solar 2012b)  and a SPCC P lan 
pursuant to mitigation measure MM-PH&S-2.  Implementation of these plans would reduce the 
potential for spills to occur. 

As under construction, the potential exists for hazardous materials being used at the project site 
to be r eleased into the desert washes and ephem eral streams that traverse the site; however, 
mitigation measure MM-PH&S-2 would require hazardous materials use and storage to occur at 
a distance from watercourses, which would reduce the potential for any spilled materials to 
enter watercourses. With implementation of mitigation measure MM-PH&S-2, impacts from the 
release of  hazardous m aterials t o des ert washes and ephem eral streams would be reduced, 
but not completely avoided.  

The potential also exists for motor vehicle fuel to be released from on-site storage tanks or for 
transformer oi l t o be r eleased at  t he pr oject s ubstation i f a leak were to occur, potentially 
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resulting in a hazard to soil, water, wildlife, or personnel at the project site. The Applicant would 
be s ubject t o a s pill pr evention and r esponse pl an, w hich r equires a secondary means of 
containment for spills of large quantities of  pet roleum pr oducts us ed at  t he pr oject s ite. 
Implementation of this plan would reduce impacts from the release of motor v ehicle fuel or 
transformer oil.  Impacts would be reduced, but not completely avoided. 

 

Air Emissions 

There would not  be any  ai r em issions associated w ith oper ations, ot her t han em issions f rom 
vehicles used to conduct inspection and maintenance activities.  No dust would be generated 
once earth moving operations associated with construction are completed.  

 

PV Modules 

The contents of  t he PV modules, and t heir potential impacts dur ing operations, would be the 
same as those discussed above for construction. 

 

Waste Management 

As di scussed abov e under  C onstruction, the A pplicant would implement their Waste 
Management Plan (included as a subsection within their Emergency Response and Hazardous 
Materials Management P lan, [ First S olar 2012b] ) as par t of  mitigation measure MM-PH&S-2.   
No hazardous waste would be generated by the electric generating activities (First Solar 2011).  
Non-hazardous w astes would be m inimal, and w ould primarily include office-related w astes 
generated at the O&M facility, food wastes from the maintenance crews who might be present 
on the project s ite dur ing bus iness hour s, and sanitary wastes. During oper ation, s anitary 
wastes will be discharged to a permitted septic system.  Waste volumes during operation are 
estimated t o be no more than a few hundred gallons per day (First Solar 2011).   All s uch 
wastes are expected to be nonhazardous, and w ould be c ontainerized on-site and per iodically 
removed by  commercial haulers t o ex isting of f-site, appr opriately per mitted di sposal f acilities. 
No adverse impacts related to solid waste would occur. 

 

Disturbance of Existing Contamination 

No site disturbance would occur during operations. 

 

Conclusions 

Under NEPA, no impacts to the public or the environment through conventional use, storage, 
transportation, disposal of petroleum products and/or hazardous materials during operations 
are anticipated. All activities associated with hazardous materials are regulated and the 
Applicant and its contractors would be obligated to comply with these regulations. The potential 
for hazardous materials to be r eleased from the project site would be v ery low, and t he public 
would not be exposed to hazardous materials directly or indirectly. 
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Emergency Response 
As des cribed under  c onstruction, t he pr oject s ite i s l ocated i n a r ural area with several 
alternative access roads allowing easy access to the site in the event of an emergency. 
Perimeter fencing and security gates could physically interfere with emergency vehicle access 
or per sonnel ev acuation f rom t he pr oject s ite. H owever, dur ing pr oject operation and 
maintenance, minimal traffic is expected to occur and is not likely to interfere with emergency 
response activities.  Similar to construction, it is unlikely that project operations could affect the 
provision of emergency services to any other residence or business in the project vicinity.  The 
Applicant would follow their Traffic Control P lan ( First Solar 2012e)  as  r equired by  m itigation 
measure MM-PH&S-4.  Mitigation measure MM-PH&S-4 would ens ure t hat t raffic as sociated 
with operations would not interfere with emergency response capability. 

 

Worker Safety 
As di scussed abov e under  C onstruction, the A pplicant w ould i mplement their Emergency 
Response and Hazardous M aterials M anagement Plan (First S olar 2012b), as would be 
required as  per  mitigation measure MM-PH&S-2.   The pr imary ac tivity c onducted by site 
workers during operations and maintenance would include regular inspection of the solar array 
for broken or non-functioning PV modules, which would be c onducted by driving up and dow n 
dirt paths between the rows of modules and even under the modules. Cleaning and servicing 
the modules would al so be c onducted on a r outine s chedule. All t hese ac tivities w ould take 
place year-round, including during the summer months of peak solar power generation, when 
outside ambient temperatures routinely reach 115 °F and above.  

Worker and publ ic safety would also be af fected by increased traffic conditions associated with 
worker commuting and material delivery during operations.  The increase in traffic is evaluated 
in Section 4.16.  During operations, the number of daily trips would be approximately ten.  This 
number is minimal compared to the approximately 37,000 daily trips already occurring on I -15, 
and therefore the increased risk to worker and public safety would be low. 

 

Intentionally Destructive Acts 
Depending on the severity of the event, fixed components of a solar facility could be damaged 
or destroyed, resulting in economic, safety, and environmental consequences. Equipment used 
in s ervicing t he s olar f acility c ould al so be i mpacted, pot entially r esulting i n l oss of  l ife. In 
general, the consequences of an i ntentionally des tructive ac t, i ncluding s abotage or  t errorist 
attack on a solar facility would be expected to be similar to those di scussed under seismic 
hazards and hazardous materials regarding accidental and natural events. The potential 
consequences of such events would be site-specific and unlikely to occur. 

 

Decommissioning 
The decommissioning of  t he pr oject w ould be s imilar t o t he c onstruction ac tivities des cribed 
earlier, and would include demolition and removal of above-ground and subsurface facilities and 
site contouring and r estoration.  H owever, t he duration of decommissioning would be s horter 
than the duration of construction. 

 
Seismic Hazards 
Potential s eismic haz ard i mpacts dur ing dec ommissioning would be t he s ame as  those 
described for construction for the Proposed Action. 
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Hazardous Materials and Waste Management 
The closure or decommissioning of the Stateline Solar Farm Project would produce hazardous 
and non -hazardous solid and liquid waste.  The components of the facility would include 
materials t hat ar e m ostly r ecyclable, i ncluding g lass, C dTe s emiconductor m aterial, s teel, 
wiring, and bui lding m aterials.  Most of  t he components of  t he panels, i ncluding g lass, s teel, 
and the semi-conductor material are recyclable.  First Solar operates a pre-funded Collection 
and Recycling Program which ensures that, once the project is ended, PV panels are removed 
and r ecycled, t hus reducing the amount of  municipal waste generated.  Upon the sale of  PV 
panels, First Solar collects and sets aside funds to meet future packaging, shipping, and 
recycling c osts. T he f unding i s s et as ide in restricted investment accounts under  a t rust 
arrangement.  Each panel is assigned a r egistration number for future tracking.  T he modules 
are labeled, in six languages, with the information necessary to allow the users to contact First 
Solar and r eturn the panel s f ree of c harge.  As collected, the panels are recycled into new 
panels. 

The requirements for handling of hazardous materials remain in effect until such materials are 
removed from the site, regardless of facility closure. Therefore, the Applicant would be 
responsible for continuing to handle such materials in a safe manner, as required by applicable 
laws. In the event that the facility owner abandons the facility in a manner that poses a risk to 
surrounding populations, B LM w ould c oordinate w ith t he C alifornia O ffice of  E mergency 
Services, San Bernardino County Fi re D epartment, and t he C alifornia D epartment of  T oxic 
Substances Control (DTSC) t o ens ure t hat any  unac ceptable r isk t o t he publ ic i s el iminated. 
Funding for s uch em ergency ac tion as  w ell as  s ite r emoval, r ehabilitation and r evegetation 
activities w ould be av ailable from a per formance bond r equired of  t he Applicant by BLM in 
accordance with mitigation measure MM-PH&S-6.  

 

Emergency Response 
Potential impacts to emergency response during decommissioning would be the same as those 
described for construction for the Proposed Action. 

 

Worker Safety 
Potential i mpacts t o w orker s afety during dec ommissioning w ould be t he s ame as those 
described for construction for the Proposed Action. 

 

Intentionally Destructive Acts 
Potential i mpacts f rom i ntentionally des tructive ac ts, including sabotage or terrorism during 
decommissioning would be t he s ame as  t hose des cribed f or c onstruction f or t he P roposed 
Action. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
Modification of the Ivanpah DWMA boundary would not result in the use of hazardous materials 
or g eneration of  w astes.  Therefore, no adv erse i mpacts to publ ic heal th and s afety w ould 
occur. 

 



DESERT STATELINE SOLAR FARM PROJECT 
4.11 PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY 

 

NOVEMBER 2012 4.11-15 DRAFT EIS/EIR 

4.11.3.2 CEQA Significance Determinations   
Significance conclusions for the impacts identified for each phase of the project (Construction, 
Operations and Maintenance, and Decommissioning) are presented below based on the CEQA 
Significance Criteria.  Only those significance criteria which were determined to be relevant to 
the project are addressed below: 

 

PH&S-1 

Construction 
The pr oject s ite i s not  l ocated w ithin an A lquist-Priolo S pecial S tudies Zone,  and t here is no 
other evidence that the proposed site has a high potential for ground shaking or liquefaction.  
Impacts would be less than significant. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Potential seismic hazard impacts during operation and maintenance of the Proposed Action 
would be t he s ame as  des cribed abov e under  “ Construction”. Impacts would be less than 
significant. 

 

Decommissioning 
Potential seismic hazard impacts during decommissioning of the Proposed Action would be the 
same as described above under “Construction”. Impacts would be less than significant.  

 

PH&S-2 

Construction 
During c onstruction, no hazards t o t he publ ic or  the env ironment would be pos ed by  routine 
transportation, use, or disposal of hazardous materials and wastes.  Routine storage, handling, 
and di sposal r equirements f or t hese m aterials w ould be governed by the Applicant’s 
Emergency R esponse and Hazardous M aterials M anagement P lan (First Solar 2012b), 
developed in accordance with mitigation measure MM-PH&S-2, which would ensure that 
hazardous materials and wastes would be handled in a safe and environmentally sound manner 
to prevent releases and in compliance with the requirements set forth in the applicable codes 
and regulations.  During routine use, there w ould be no ex posure of  t he publ ic or  the 
environment to these materials. 

Herbicides would be us ed for nox ious w eed c ontrol at  t he S tateline S olar Far m P roject.  
Herbicides us ed f or w eed c ontrol c ould r esult i n adv erse heal th ef fects t o the public, 
maintenance personnel, wildlife, or sensitive vegetation if herbicides are handled improperly or 
chemical dr ift oc curs aw ay f rom the target area during r outine us e. T he Applicant would 
implement their Noxious Weed Management Plan (First Solar 2012a) as required by mitigation 
measure MM-PH&S-5. Implementation of  t he pl an w ould m inimize or  av oid i mpacts f rom 
herbicide us e. Potential i mpacts f rom her bicide us e w ould b e l ess t han s ignificant w ith 
mitigation. 

Workers c ould pot entially be ex posed to haz ardous m aterials and w aste as  a r esult of  their 
routine use dur ing construction.  To ensure worker health and safety during construction, the 
Applicant w ould implement t he health and s afety c omponents of  their Emergency Response 
and Hazardous M aterials M anagement P lan ( First S olar 2012b)  as r equired by  mitigation 
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measure MM-PH&S-2.  A ll em ployees w ould r eceive t raining i n t he us e and handling of 
hazardous materials. A material safety data sheet would be stored with each material. 

Potential impacts from hazardous materials and hazardous waste would be less than significant 
with mitigation. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
The Proposed Action would result in the use of a l imited amount of hazardous material during 
operation and maintenance. The routine use, storage, and disposal of hazardous materials and 
waste associated with the Proposed Action would not result i n potential adv erse heal th and 
environmental impacts associated with routine management of these materials. Potential 
impacts would be the same as described above under ‘Construction”. With implementation of 
the Applicant’s Emergency Response and Hazardous Materials Management Plan (First Solar 
2012b) as required by mitigation measure MM-PH&S-2, the Proposed Action would not create a 
significant haz ard t o t he publ ic or  t he env ironment through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials. Impacts from the Proposed Action would be l ess t han 
significant. 

 

Decommissioning 
The Proposed Action would result in the use of a l imited amount of  hazardous material during 
decommissioning. The routine use, storage, and di sposal of  haz ardous m aterials and w aste 
associated with the Proposed Action would not result i n potential adv erse heal th and 
environmental impacts associated with routine management of these materials. Potential 
impacts would be the same as described above under ‘Construction”. With implementation of 
the Applicant’s Emergency Response and Hazardous Materials Management Plan (First Solar 
2012b) as required by mitigation measure MM-PH&S-2, the Proposed Action would not create a 
significant haz ard t o t he publ ic or  t he env ironment through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials. Impacts from the Proposed Action would be less t han 
significant. 

 

PH&S-3 

Construction 
Construction of the Proposed Action could result in a potential hazard to the public or personnel 
if a hazardous material spill or leak were to occur. Implementation of the Applicant’s Emergency 
Response and Hazardous M aterials M anagement P lan (First S olar 2012b)  would del ineate 
storage areas for hazardous material and hazardous waste; describe proper handling, storage, 
and disposal techniques; describe methods to be us ed to avoid spills and minimize impacts in 
the event of a spill; describe procedures for handling and disposing of unanticipated hazardous 
materials encountered during construction; and establish public and agency notification 
procedures for spills and other emergencies, i ncluding f ires. T he A pplicant w ould al so 
implement mitigation measure MM-PH&S-3 to further reduce potential impacts by requiring the 
construction contractor to stop work if suspected contamination is identified, cordon off areas of 
suspected c ontamination, take appropriate health and s afety m easures, hav e a t rained 
individual conduct sampling and testing or suspected material, and, if contamination is found to 
be greater than regulatory limits, notify the agencies. 

Direct i mpacts of  a r elease c ould i nclude c ontamination of  vegetation, s oil, and water, which 
could result in indirect impacts to human and wildlife populations. The Applicant’s use of 
appropriate spill containment and c leanup k its w ould c ontain ac cidental haz ardous m aterial 
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releases and implementation of the Applicant’s SPCC Plan would ensure that the Applicant 
minimizes, av oids, or  c leans up unf oreseen s pills of  haz ardous m aterial. The Applicant’s 
Emergency Response and Hazardous Materials Management Plan (First Solar 2012b), as 
required by  mitigation measure MM-PH&S-2, would ens ure t hat haz ardous m aterials and 
wastes would be handled in a safe and environmentally sound manner to prevent releases and 
in compliance with the requirements set forth in the applicable codes and regulations. Best 
management practices by the Applicant as presented in the SPCC Plan would ensure that the 
Applicant minimizes, avoids, or cleans up unforeseen spills of hazardous material. 

During construction, wildfires may be c aused by combustion of  native materials, smoking, and 
refueling and operating vehicles and other equipment off road. Combustion of fuel oil, hydraulic 
fluid, m ineral oi l, i nsulating f luid at  t he pr oject power plant switchyard, flammable l iquids, 
explosions, and ov erheated equipment, may cause small f ires. The Applicant’s f ire protection 
program, included in the Emergency Response and Hazardous Materials M anagement Plan 
(First Solar 2012b), would establish standards and practices that would minimize the risk of a 
fire and, in t he ev ent of  f ire, pr ovide f or i mmediate s uppression and not ification.  P otential 
impacts from fires would be less than significant with mitigation 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
The potential exists for hazardous materials being used at the project site during operation and 
maintenance to be released into the desert washes and ephemeral streams that traverse the 
site. The potential also exists for motor vehicle fuel to be released from on-site storage tanks or 
for t ransformer oi l t o be r eleased at  t he project substation i f a l eak were to occur, potentially 
resulting in a hazard to soil, water, wildlife, or personnel at the project site. 

Implementation of the Applicant’s Emergency Response and Hazardous Materials Management 
Plan (First Solar 2012b) and SPCC Plan as required by mitigation measure MM-PH&S-2 would 
ensure t hat t he P roposed A ction w ould not  c reate a s ignificant haz ard t o t he public or the 
environment t hrough r easonably f oreseeable ups et and ac cidental c onditions involving the 
release of  hazardous m aterials i nto t he env ironment. Additionally, w ith i mplementation of  the 
health and s afety c omponents of  t he E mergency R esponse and Hazardous M aterials 
Management Plan (First Solar 2012b), the Proposed Action would not expose workers to 
contaminated or  haz ardous m aterials at  l evels in excess of  t hose per mitted by  t he Feder al 
OSHA i n C FR 29,  P art 1910,  and t he C alOSHA i n CCR Title 8, or expose members of the 
public t o di rect or  i ndirect c ontact w ith haz ardous m aterials f rom pr oject oper ations. I mpacts 
from t he r elease of  haz ardous m aterials associated w ith t he P roposed A ction would be l ess 
than significant. 

 

Decommissioning 

The pot ential ex ists f or haz ardous m aterials bei ng us ed at  t he project site during 
decommissioning to be released into the desert washes and ephemeral streams that traverse 
the site. T he pot ential al so ex ists f or m otor v ehicle f uel t o be r eleased f rom on -site s torage 
tanks or for t ransformer oi l t o be r eleased at  t he pr oject s ubstation i f a l eak w ere t o oc cur, 
potentially resulting in a hazard to soil, water, wildlife, or personnel at the project site. 

Implementation of the Applicant’s Emergency Response and Hazardous Materials Management 
Plan (First Solar 2012b) and SPCC Plan as required by mitigation measure MM-PH&S-2 would 
ensure t hat t he P roposed A ction w ould not  c reate a s ignificant haz ard t o t he public or the 
environment t hrough r easonably f oreseeable ups et and ac cidental c onditions involving the 
release of  hazardous m aterials i nto t he env ironment. A dditionally, with implementation of  the 
health and safety components of t he E mergency R esponse and Hazardous M aterials 
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Management Plan (First Solar 2012b), the Proposed Action would not expose workers to 
contaminated or hazardous materials at levels i n ex cess of  t hose per mitted by  t he Feder al 
OSHA i n C FR 29,  P art 1910,  and the CalOSHA in C CR T itle 8,  or  ex pose m embers of  t he 
public to direct or indirect contact w ith haz ardous m aterials f rom pr oject decommissioning. 
Impacts from the release of hazardous materials associated with the Proposed Action would be 
less than significant.  

 

PH&S-6 

Construction 
Construction of the Stateline Solar Farm Project has the potential for impairing implementation 
of S an B ernardino County adopted em ergency ev acuation and em ergency r esponse plans. 
During c onstruction, ac tivities c ould af fect t raffic and em ergency r outes, i ncluding equipment 
and m aterial del ivery. Project t raffic dur ing c onstruction c ould i nterfere with emergency 
response to the project site or emergency evacuation procedures in the event of an emergency 
such as a wildfire or a chemical spill at the project site. Perimeter fencing and security gates 
could physically i nterfere w ith em ergency v ehicle ac cess or  per sonnel ev acuation f rom t he 
project site.  With implementation of the Applicant’s emergency action plan as part of the Traffic 
Control Plan (First S olar 2012e) , as r equired by  mitigation measure MM-PH&S-4, p otential 
impacts would be less than significant with mitigation. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Although the solar facility would contain relatively few f lammable components, the presence of 
electrical generating eq uipment and el ectrical cables, along with v arious oi ls ( lubricating, 
cooling, and hydraulic) creates the potential for fire or a medical emergency.  During operations 
and maintenance, activities could affect traffic and emergency routes, including equipment and 
material delivery. Perimeter fencing and security gates c ould phy sically i nterfere w ith 
emergency vehicle access or personnel evacuation f rom the project site. The Applicant would 
implement t heir emergency ac tion plan as part of their Emergency Response and Hazardous 
Materials M anagement Plan (First S olar 2012b) .  P otential i mpacts w ould be less than 
significant with mitigation.  

 

Decommissioning 
Although the solar facility would contain relatively few f lammable components, the presence of 
electrical generating eq uipment and el ectrical cables, along with v arious oi ls ( lubricating, 
cooling, and hy draulic) c reates t he pot ential f or f ire or  a m edical em ergency.  During 
decommissioning, activities could affect traffic and emergency routes, including equipment and 
material delivery. Perimeter fencing and security gates c ould phy sically i nterfere w ith 
emergency vehicle access or personnel evacuation from the project site. The Applicant would 
implement t heir emergency ac tion plan as part of their Emergency Response and Hazardous 
Materials M anagement Plan (First S olar 2012b) .  P otential i mpacts w ould be less than 
significant with mitigation. 

 

PH&S-7 

Construction 
Construction of  t he S tateline Solar Far m Project would not  g enerate solid waste i n a volume 
that exceeds the capacity of existing facilities.  The California Solid Waste Reuse and Recycling 
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Access Act of 1991, as am ended, r equires ex panded or  new  dev elopment pr ojects t o 
incorporate s torage ar eas f or r ecycling bi ns into t he P roject des ign. T he A pplicant w ould 
implement a recycling program as part of their waste management program, as outlined in their 
Emergency R esponse and Hazardous M aterials M anagement Plan (First S olar 2012b) .  T he 
Applicant would contract with a recycler or waste hauler to transport waste to a regional offsite 
recycling facility.  Reuse and recycling of construction debris would reduce operating expenses 
and s ave v aluable l andfill s pace. I mplementation of  t he A pplicant’s pr e-funded PV M odule 
Recycling Program would ensure that most pr oject c omponents ar e eventually r ecycled, and 
not disposed in solid w aste l andfills.  P otential i mpacts w ould be l ess t han s ignificant w ith 
mitigation. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Operations of the Stateline Solar Farm Project would not generate solid waste in a volume that 
exceeds the capacity of ex isting f acilities.  The C alifornia S olid W aste R euse and R ecycling 
Access Act of 1991, as am ended, r equires ex panded or  new  dev elopment pr ojects t o 
incorporate s torage ar eas f or recycling bins i nto t he P roject des ign. T he A pplicant w ould 
implement a r ecycling pr ogram that is included i n t he waste management sections of  t heir 
Emergency R esponse and Hazardous M aterials M anagement Plan (First S olar 2012b) .  T he 
Applicant would contract with a recycler or waste hauler to transport waste to a regional offsite 
recycling facility. Reuse and r ecycling of  construction debris would reduce operating expenses 
and s ave v aluable l andfill s pace. P otential i mpacts w ould be l ess t han s ignificant with 
mitigation.  

 

Decommissioning 
The generation of wastes associated with decommissioning would not generate solid waste in a 
volume that exceeds the capacity of existing facilities.  Most project components, including the 
PV m odules, w ould be r ecycled un der a pr e-funded pr ogram.  The A pplicant w ould c ontract 
with a recycler or waste hauler to transport waste to a r egional of fsite recycling facility. Reuse 
and recycling of construction debris would reduce operating expenses and save valuable landfill 
space. Potential impacts would be less than significant with mitigation. 

 

4.11.4 Alternative 2: 2,385 Ac Alternative 

4.11.4.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
This analysis of the direct and indirect impacts for Alternative 2 is organized according to the 
following project phases: construction; operations and maintenance; and decommissioning. 

The project components to be constructed under Alternative 2 are the same as in the Proposed 
Action, but  t he pr oject ar ea f or A lternative 2 is 242 acres greater t han t he P roposed A ction.  
The p otential impacts during construction, and oper ation and m aintenance, and 
decommissioning of  A lternative 2 would be s imilar t o t hose as  des cribed f or the Proposed 
Action and would be subject to the same requirements and mitigation measures.   

 

Construction 
Seismic Hazards 
Potential seismic hazard impacts dur ing c onstruction of  A lternative 2 w ould be t he s ame as  
described under “Construction” for the Proposed Action.  Although the project site would include 
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a different land area, the modified land area does not include any additional geologic or seismic 
hazards.  Implementation of mitigation measure MM-PH&S-1 would reduce the potential for 
failure of project structures from seismic hazards, but impacts would not be completely avoided. 

 

Hazardous Materials and Waste Management 
Potential hazardous materials impacts during construction of Alternative 2 would be the same 
as described under “Construction” for the Proposed Action and would be subject to the same 
requirements and mitigation measures. Although A lternative 2 would i nvolve a di fferent l and 
area and larger amount of acreage, the types and quantities of hazardous materials and wastes 
would be about the same as those of the Proposed Action. 

 

Emergency Response 
Potential i mpacts t o em ergency r esponse dur ing c onstruction of  A lternative 2 w ould be t he 
same as described under “Construction” for the Proposed Action and would be subject to the 
same requirements and mitigation measures.  Although Alternative 2 w ould involve a different 
land area and larger amount of acreage, the different project configuration is not expected to 
have any different af fect on em ergency r esponse c apability t han t he P roposed A ction.   
Implementation of  the Applicant’s Traffic Control Plan (First S olar 2012e)  as  r equired by  
mitigation measure MM-PH&S-4 would r educe pot ential i mpacts t o em ergency ac cess, but  
impacts would not be completely avoided. 

 

Worker Safety 
Potential impacts to worker safety during construction of  A lternative 2 w ould be t he same as  
described under “Construction” for the Proposed Action. 

 

Intentionally Destructive Acts 
Potential impacts from intentionally destructive acts, i ncluding s abotage or  t errorism dur ing 
construction of  A lternative 2 , would be the s ame as  des cribed under  “ Construction” f or t he 
Proposed Action. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Seismic Hazards 
Potential seismic hazard impacts during operation and maintenance of Alternative 2 would be 
the same as described under “Operation and Maintenance” for the Proposed Action.  Although 
the project site would include a different land area, the modified land area does not include any 
additional geologic or seismic hazards. 

 

Hazardous Materials and Waste Management 
Potential hazardous materials impacts during operation and maintenance of Alternative 2 would 
be the s ame as  described under  “ Operation and M aintenance” f or t he P roposed A ction.  
Although A lternative 2 w ould i nvolve a di fferent l and ar ea and l arger amount of acreage, the 
types and q uantities of  hazardous materials and w astes would be about  the same as those of 
the Proposed Action and would be subject to the same requirements and mitigation measures. 
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Emergency Response 
Potential i mpacts t o em ergency r esponse dur ing oper ation and maintenance of Alternative 2 
would be t he same as described under “Operation and Maintenance” for the Proposed Action. 
During project operation and maintenance, minimal traffic is expected to occur and is not likely 
to i nterfere w ith em ergency r esponse activities.   Although A lternative 2 w ould i nvolve a 
different land area and l arger am ount of  ac reage, t he di fferent pr oject c onfiguration i s not  
expected t o hav e any  di fferent af fect on em ergency r esponse c apability t han t he Proposed 
Action.   

 

Worker Safety 
Potential impacts to worker safety during operation and maintenance of Alternative 2 would be 
the same as described under “Operations and Maintenance” for the Proposed Action.  Although 
Alternative 2 w ould i nvolve a di fferent l and ar ea and l arger am ount of  ac reage, the potential 
hazards to site workers would be the s ame as those of  the Proposed A ction and w ould be 
subject to the same requirements and mitigation measures.   

 

Intentionally Destructive Acts 
Potential impacts from intentionally destructive acts, i ncluding s abotage or  t errorism dur ing 
operation and m aintenance of Alternative 2 would be t he same as described under “Operation 
and Maintenance” for the Proposed Action.  
 

Decommissioning 
Seismic Hazards 
Potential seismic hazard impacts during decommissioning of Alternative 2 would be the same 
as des cribed under  “Decommissioning” for the Proposed Action.   Although the project site 
would i nclude a di fferent l and ar ea, t he m odified l and ar ea does not include any additional 
geologic or seismic hazards.  . 

 

Hazardous Materials and Waste Management 
Potential hazardous m aterials i mpacts dur ing decommissioning of A lternative 2 w ould be t he 
same as described under “Decommissioning” for the Proposed Action and would be subject to 
the same requirements and mitigation measures.  Although Alternative 2 would involve a 
different l and ar ea and l arger amount of  ac reage, t he t ypes and q uantities of  hazardous 
materials and wastes would be about the same as those of the Proposed Action.. 

 

Emergency Response 
Potential impacts to emergency response during decommissioning of Alternative 2 would be the 
same as described under “Decommissioning” for the Proposed Action.   

 

Worker Safety 
Potential impacts to worker safety during decommissioning of Alternative 2 would be the same 
as described under “Decommissioning” for the Proposed Action. 
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Intentionally Destructive Acts 
Potential impacts from intentionally destructive acts, i ncluding s abotage or  t errorism dur ing 
decommissioning of A lternative 2 w ould be t he same as  described under  “ Decommissioning” 
for the Proposed Action. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 

Modification of the Ivanpah DWMA boundary would not result in the use of hazardous materials 
or generation of wastes.  T herefore, no adv erse i mpacts t o publ ic heal th and s afety w ould 
occur. 

 

4.11.4.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Significance conclusions for the impacts identified for each phase of the project (Construction, 
Operation and Maintenance, Decommissioning) would be the same as described above for the 
Proposed A ction, based on the C EQA S ignificance C riteria pr esented i n S ection 4.11.2. 
Potential impacts of Alternative 2 would be less than significant. 

 

4.11.5 Alternative 3: 2,151 Ac Alternative 

4.11.5.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
The project components to be constructed under Alternative 3 are the same as in the Proposed 
Action, but the project area for Alternative 3 is 8 acres greater than the Proposed Action.  The 
potential impacts during construction, and operation and maintenance, and decommissioning of 
Alternative 3 would be similar to those as described for the Proposed Action and w ould be 
subject to the same requirements and mitigation measures. 

 

Construction 
Seismic Hazards 
Potential seismic hazard impacts dur ing c onstruction of  A lternative 3 w ould be t he s ame as  
described under “Construction” for the Proposed Action.  Although the project site would include 
a different land area, the modified land area does not include any additional geologic or seismic 
hazards.  Implementation of mitigation measure MM-PH&S-1 would reduce the potential for 
failure of project structures from seismic hazards, but impacts would not be completely avoided. 

 

Hazardous Materials and Waste Management 
Potential hazardous materials impacts during construction of Alternative 3 would be the same 
as described under “Construction” for the Proposed Action, and w ould be s ubject to the same 
requirements and m itigation measures. Although Alternative 3 would i nvolve a di fferent l and 
area and larger amount of acreage, the types and quantities of hazardous materials and wastes 
would be about the same as those of the Proposed Action. 

 

Emergency Response 
Potential impacts to emergency response during construction of  A lternative 3 w ould be t he 
same as described under “Construction” for the Proposed Action and would be subject to the 
same requirements and m itigation measures.  A lthough Alternative 3 would involve a different 
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land area and larger amount of acreage, the different project configuration is not expected to 
have any different af fect on em ergency r esponse c apability t han t he P roposed A ction.   
Implementation of  t he A pplicant’s T raffic C ontrol P lan ( First Solar 2012e)  as  r equired by  
mitigation measure M M-PH&S-4 w ould r educe pot ential i mpacts t o em ergency ac cess, but  
impacts would not be completely avoided. 

 

Worker Safety 
Potential impacts to worker safety during construction of  A lternative 3 w ould be t he s ame as  
described under “Construction” for the Proposed Action. 

 

Intentionally Destructive Acts 
Potential impacts from intentionally destructive acts, i ncluding s abotage or  t errorism dur ing 
construction of  A lternative 3, would be the s ame as  des cribed under  “Construction” f or t he 
Proposed Action. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Seismic Hazards 
Potential seismic hazard impacts during operation and maintenance of Alternative 3 would be 
the same as described under “Operation and Maintenance” for the Proposed Action.  Although 
the project site would include a different land area, the modified land area does not include any 
additional g eologic or  s eismic haz ards.  Implementation of  m itigation m easure M M-PH&S-1 
would reduce the potential f or f ailure of  pr oject s tructures f rom seismic hazards, but  impacts 
would not be completely avoided. 

 

Hazardous Materials and Waste Management 
Potential hazardous materials impacts during operation and maintenance of Alternative 3 would 
be the s ame as  des cribed under  “ Operation and M aintenance” f or t he P roposed A ction.  
Although A lternative 3 would i nvolve a di fferent l and ar ea and l arger amount of acreage, the 
types and q uantities of  hazardous materials and w astes would be about  the same as those of 
the Proposed Action and would be subject to the same requirements and mitigation measures. 

 

Emergency Response 
Potential i mpacts t o em ergency r esponse dur ing oper ation and maintenance of Alternative 3 
would be t he same as described under “Operation and Maintenance” for the Proposed Action. 
During project operation and maintenance, minimal traffic is expected to occur and is not likely 
to i nterfere w ith em ergency r esponse activities.   Although A lternative 3 would i nvolve a 
different land area and l arger am ount of  ac reage, t he di fferent pr oject configuration i s not  
expected t o hav e any  di fferent af fect on em ergency r esponse c apability t han t he Proposed 
Action. 

 

Worker Safety 
Potential impacts to worker safety during operation and maintenance of Alternative 3 would be 
the same as described under “Operations and Maintenance” for the Proposed Action.  Although 
Alternative 3 would i nvolve a di fferent l and ar ea and l arger am ount of  ac reage, the potential 
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hazards to site workers would be the s ame as those of  the Proposed A ction and w ould be 
subject to the same requirements and mitigation measures. 

 

Intentionally Destructive Acts 
Potential impacts from intentionally destructive acts, i ncluding s abotage or  t errorism dur ing 
operation and maintenance of Alternative 3 would be t he same as described under “Operation 
and Maintenance” for the Proposed Action. 

 

Decommissioning 
Seismic Hazards 
Potential seismic hazard impacts during decommissioning of Alternative 3 would be the same 
as described under “Decommissioning” for the Proposed Action.   Although the project site 
would i nclude a di fferent l and ar ea, t he m odified l and ar ea does not  include any additional 
geologic or seismic hazards. 

 

Hazardous Materials and Waste Management 
Potential hazardous m aterials i mpacts dur ing dec ommissioning of  A lternative 3 would be  the 
same as described under “Decommissioning” for the Proposed Action and would be subject to 
the same requirements and mitigation measures.  Although Alternative 3 would involve a 
different l and ar ea and l arger am ount of  ac reage, t he t ypes and q uantities of hazardous 
materials and wastes would be about the same as those of the Proposed Action. 

 
Emergency Response 
Potential impacts to emergency response during decommissioning of Alternative 3 would be the 
same as described under “Decommissioning” for the Proposed Action. 

 

Worker Safety 
Potential impacts to worker safety during decommissioning of Alternative 3 would be the same 
as described under “Decommissioning” for the Proposed Action. 

 

Intentionally Destructive Acts 
Potential i mpacts f rom i ntentionally d estructive acts, i ncluding s abotage or  t errorism dur ing 
decommissioning of  A lternative 3 would be t he same as  described under  “ Decommissioning” 
for the Proposed Action. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 

Modification of the Ivanpah DWMA boundary would not result in the use of hazardous materials 
or generation of wastes.  T herefore, no adv erse i mpacts t o publ ic heal th and s afety w ould 
occur. 
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4.11.5.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Significance conclusions for the impacts identified for each phase of the project (Construction, 
Operation and Maintenance, Decommissioning) would be the same as described above for the 
Proposed Action, Alternative 1, based on t he CEQA Significance Criteria presented in Section 
4.11.2. Potential impacts of Alternative 3 would be less than significant. 

 

4.11.6 Alternative 4: Reduced Acreage Alternative 

4.11.6.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 4 is conceptually similar to the Proposed Action (Alternative 1), but would be placed 
within a different l and ar ea w hich c omprises 1, 766 acres.  T he l and ar ea a ssociated w ith 
Alternative 4 would be the same as the northern portion of the bifurcated footprint of Alternative 
2.  The pr oject c omponents t o be c onstructed under  A lternative 4 are t he s ame as  i n t he 
Proposed A ction, but  t he pr oject ar ea f or A lternative 4 is 377 acres less than t he Proposed 
Action.  T he pot ential i mpacts during c onstruction, and oper ation and maintenance, and 
decommissioning of  A lternative 4 would be s imilar t o t hose as  des cribed f or the Proposed 
Action and would be subject to the same requirements and mitigation measures. 

 

Construction 
Seismic Hazards 
Potential seismic hazard impacts dur ing c onstruction of  A lternative 4 would be t he s ame as  
described under “Construction” for the Proposed Action.  Although the project site would include 
a different land area, the modified land area does not include any additional geologic or seismic 
hazards.  Implementation of mitigation measure MM-PH&S-1 would reduce the potential for 
failure of project structures from seismic hazards, but impacts would not be completely avoided. 

 

Hazardous Materials and Waste Management 
Potential hazardous materials impacts during construction of Alternative 4 would be the same 
as described under “Construction” for the Proposed Action and would be subject to the same 
requirements and mitigation m easures. Although Alternative 4 would i nvolve a di fferent l and 
area and smaller amount of  ac reage, t he t ypes and q uantities of  haz ardous m aterials and 
wastes would be about the same as those of the Proposed Action. 

 

Emergency Response 
Potential i mpacts t o em ergency r esponse dur ing c onstruction of Alternative 4 would be t he 
same as described under “Construction” for the Proposed Action and would be subject to the 
same requirements and m itigation measures.  A lthough Alternative 4 would involve a di fferent 
land area and smaller amount of acreage, the different project configuration is not expected to 
have any different af fect on em ergency r esponse c apability t han t he P roposed A ction.   
Implementation of  t he A pplicant’s T raffic C ontrol P lan (First S olar 2012e)  as  r equired by  
mitigation measure M M-PH&S-4 w ould r educe pot ential i mpacts t o em ergency ac cess, but  
impacts would not be completely avoided. 
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Worker Safety 
Potential impacts t o worker safety dur ing construction of Alternative 4 would be t he same as  
described under “Construction” for the Proposed Action. 

 

Intentionally Destructive Acts 
Potential impacts from intentionally destructive acts, i ncluding s abotage or  t errorism dur ing 
construction of  A lternative 4, would be the s ame as  des cribed under  “ Construction” f or t he 
Proposed Action. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Seismic Hazards 
Potential seismic hazard impacts during operation and maintenance of Alternative 4 would be 
the same as described under “Operation and Maintenance” for the Proposed Action.  Although 
the project site would include a different land area, the modified land area does not include any 
additional geologic or seismic hazards. 

 

Hazardous Materials and Waste Management 
Potential hazardous materials impacts during operation and maintenance of Alternative 4 would 
be the s ame as  des cribed under  “ Operation and M aintenance” f or t he P roposed A ction.  
Although Alternative 4 would involve a different land area and smaller amount of  acreage, the 
types and q uantities of  hazardous materials and w astes would be about  the same as those of 
the Proposed Action and would be subject to the same requirements and mitigation measures. 

 

Emergency Response 
Potential i mpacts t o em ergency r esponse dur ing oper ation and maintenance of Alternative 4 
would be t he same as described under “Operation and Maintenance” for the Proposed Action. 
During project operation and maintenance, minimal traffic is expected to occur and is not likely 
to i nterfere w ith em ergency r esponse activities.   Although A lternative 4 would i nvolve a 
different land area and smaller amount of acreage, the di fferent project c onfiguration is not 
expected t o hav e any  di fferent af fect on em ergency r esponse c apability t han t he Proposed 
Action. 

 
Worker Safety 
Potential impacts to worker safety during operation and maintenance of Alternative 4 would be 
the same as described under “Operations and Maintenance” for the Proposed Action.  Although 
Alternative 4 would involve a different land area and smaller amount of acreage, the potential 
hazards to site workers would be the s ame as those of  the Proposed A ction and w ould be 
subject to the same requirements and mitigation measures. 

 

Intentionally Destructive Acts 
Potential i mpacts f rom i ntentionally des tructive ac ts, including sabotage or terrorism dur ing 
operation and maintenance of Alternative 4 would be t he same as described under “Operation 
and Maintenance” for the Proposed Action. 
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Decommissioning 
Seismic Hazards 
Potential seismic hazard impacts during decommissioning of Alternative 4 would be the same 
as described under “Decommissioning” for the Proposed Action.   Although the project site 
would i nclude a di fferent l and ar ea, t he m odified l and ar ea does not  include any additional 
geologic or seismic hazards. 

 

Hazardous Materials and Waste Management 
Potential hazardous m aterials i mpacts dur ing dec ommissioning of  A lternative 4 would be t he 
same as described under “Decommissioning” for the Proposed Action and would be subject to 
the same requirements and mitigation measures.  Although Alternative 4 would involve a 
different l and ar ea and smaller amount of  ac reage, t he t ypes and q uantities of  haz ardous 
materials and wastes would be about the same as those of the Proposed Action. 

 

Emergency Response 
Potential impacts to emergency response during decommissioning of Alternative 4 would be the 
same as described under “Decommissioning” for the Proposed Action. 

 
Worker Safety 
Potential impacts to worker safety during decommissioning of Alternative 4 would be the same 
as described under “Decommissioning” for the Proposed Action. 

 

Intentionally Destructive Acts 
Potential impacts from intentionally destructive acts, i ncluding s abotage or  t errorism dur ing 
decommissioning of  A lternative 4 would be t he same as  described under  “ Decommissioning” 
for the Proposed Action. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
Modification of the Ivanpah DWMA boundary would not result in the use of hazardous materials 
or generation of wastes.  T herefore, no adv erse i mpacts t o publ ic heal th and s afety w ould 
occur. 

 

4.11.6.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Alternative 4 w ould not  r esult i n significant impacts t o publ ic heal th and safety. In addition, 
Alternative 4 would not result in a substantial lessening of any significant environmental impacts 
as compared to the other alternatives. 

 

4.11.7 Alternative 5: No Action Alternative 

4.11.7.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under this alternative, t he pr oposed P roject would not be appr oved and the BLM w ould not  
amend the CDCA Plan. As a result, no solar energy project would be constructed on the project 
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site and BLM would continue to manage the site consistent with the existing land use 
designation in the CDCA Plan, as amended. 

Because there would be no amendment to the CDCA Plan and no solar project approved for 
the site under this alternative, it is expected that the site would continue to remain in its existing 
condition, with no new structures or facilities constructed or operated on the site and no ground 
disturbance. As a result, impacts caused by t he pot ential ef fects of  hazardous m aterials and 
wastes to public health and safety and the environment would not occur. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 

The boundaries of the existing Ivanpah DWMA would not be modified under the N o Action 
Alternative.  Land us es associated with the Ivanpah DWMA would continue as they are today.  
Because this action would not  be t aken, t here would be no pot ential impacts to public health 
and safety. 

 

4.11.7.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Alternative 5 would not result in impacts to public health and safety. 

 

4.11.8 Alternative 6: No Project, Exclude Solar Alternative 

4.11.8.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 6 would include a finding by B LM t hat t he s ite i s not  s uitable f or s olar ener gy 
development, and no pr oject would be approved.  Because the CDCA Plan would be amended 
so no solar energy projects can be approved for the site under this alternative, it is expected 
that the site would continue to remain in its existing condition, with no new structures or facilities 
constructed or operated on the site. Therefore, this No Project Alternative would not increase 
potential ex posure t o t he publ ic heal th and safety and the env ironment f rom hazardous 
materials or wastes from the construction, operation, and closure of the Proposed Action. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 

The boundar ies of  t he ex isting I vanpah D WMA w ould not be m odified under A lternative 6.   
Land uses associated with the Ivanpah DWMA would continue as they are today.  Therefore, 
Alternative 6 would not result in any impacts to public health and safety. 

 

4.11.8.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Alternative 6 would not result in impacts to public health and safety. 

 

4.11.9 Alternative 7: No Project, Approve Solar Alternative 

4.11.9.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 7 would include a finding by B LM t hat t he s ite i s not  s uitable f or s olar ener gy 
development, and none of the action alternatives would be approved.  The Stateline Solar Farm 
Project would not be constructed on the project site and the project site would remain vacant in 
the near -term.  U nder t his al ternative, t he B LM w ould not  appr ove t he pr oposed facility, but 
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would amend the CDCA Plan to allow f or ot her s olar pr ojects on t he s ite.  A s a r esult, i t i s 
possible that another solar energy project could be constructed on the site. 

If t he s ite w ere t o be dev eloped, i t c ould be dev eloped w ith t he s ame or  a different solar 
technology. Construction and operation requirements for solar technologies vary; however, it is 
expected that all solar technologies require some grading and some infrastructure. The effects 
of the exposure of  the public and env ironment to hazardous materials and wastes would need 
to be mitigated, to the extent practical, through mitigation measures proposed to reduce effects 
associated with hazardous materials and wastes, as with the Proposed Action.  Because it is 
expected that all solar technologies would use hazardous materials and would introduce certain 
hazards t o t he publ ic and env ironment, t he i mpacts t o public health and safety from the 
construction, operation, and c losure of the any future solar development would likely be similar 
to those associated with the Proposed Action. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 

The boundar ies of  t he ex isting I vanpah D WMA w ould not  be m odified under A lternative 7.  
Land uses associated with the Ivanpah DWMA would continue as they are today.  I f a solar or 
other renewable energy facility is proposed on the site in the future, the impact on public health 
and safety would be considered in a project-specific environmental analysis that would occur at 
that time. 

 

4.11.9.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Alternative 7 would not result in impacts to public health and safety. 

 

4.11.10 Cumulative Impacts 

4.11.10.1 Geographic Extent/Context 
The geographic scope for cumulative impacts from public health and safety is San Bernardino 
County, w here pot ential w aste di sposal f acilities f or the project are located. T his ar ea al so 
includes potential interference with emergency response to fire, medical emergencies and 
hazardous m aterials s pills or  l eaks.  D uring t he 2 t o 4 -year per iod of  c onstruction f or t he 
proposed facility, interference with emergency response vehicles could result from construction 
traffic of  the proposed facility and ot her projects in the area in locations relatively remote from 
the pr oject s ite, w hereas haz ardous m aterials i mpacts and ot her haz ards di scussed i n this 
section are typically highly localized. 

 

4.11.10.2 Existing Cumulative Conditions 
The project area consists of undeveloped land and open space land. Within the undeveloped 
and open s pace l and t here i s l ittle l ikelihood of significant soil or groundwater contamination, 
based on a lack of uses that would involve hazardous materials. 

 

4.11.10.3 Reasonably Foreseeable Projects 
A wide variety of past and present development projects could contribute to the cumulative 
conditions for public health and safety in regards to emergency response in the cumulative 
analysis area. Tables 4.1-1 and 4.1-2, presented in Section 4.1 of this draft EIS/EIR, l ist 
cumulative projects in the vicinity of the project site and surrounding area. Consideration of the 
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projects l isted i n San B ernardino County, i dentified i n T ables 4 .1-1 and 4. 1-2 and s hown on 
Figures 4.1-1a and 4. 1-1b were used to develop this analysis of cumulative effects for public 
health and safety.  

Several types of development projects could contribute to the cumulative impact of the 
Proposed A ction and al ternatives, i ncluding hous ing dev elopment pr ojects, c ommercial and 
industrial development, transportation projects, and renewable energy projects. These types of 
past and existing projects could combine with potential impacts of the Proposed Action or an 
alternative to affect public health and safety within the geographic extent of this cumulative 
analysis.  

Existing projects in the Ivanpah Valley area that use hazardous materials and generate wastes 
include the Union Pacific Railroad, existing Calnev and Kern River Pipelines, Primm Valley Golf 
Club, Silver State Phase 1, and Molycorp Minerals.  Projects currently under construction in the 
vicinity of the proposed facility include the Ivanpah SEGS solar facility (3,471 acres), the EITP, 
Mountain Pass Lateral natural gas pipeline, and expansion of the Molycorp Minerals, LLC rare 
earths m ine.  P roposed pr ojects i n t he v icinity of  t he pr oposed f acility t hat w ould have 
potentially adverse impacts to vegetation include the Ivanpah SEGS solar facility, the ElTP, 
expansion of  Molycorp Mine, t he Southern Nevada Supplemental A irport, Desert Xpress high 
speed passenger rail line, Silver State Phase 2 solar facility, and the Calnev Pipeline Expansion 
Project.  In addition, any pr ojects bei ng c onstructed w ithin S an B ernardino County, and t hat 
would use County waste disposal facilities, would have the potential to create cumulative 
impacts associated with waste disposal. 

Most of  t hese pr ojects have ei ther under gone i ndependent env ironmental r eview pur suant t o 
NEPA and/or CEQA or will do so prior to approval. 

 

4.11.10.4 Cumulative Impacts associated with Proposed Action 

Construction 
The proposed dev elopments near  t he pr oject s ite w ould hav e t he pot ential t o c ontribute t o 
cumulative public health and safety impacts.   I t is expected that one or more of the cumulative 
projects described above may be under construction at the same time as the Proposed Action.  
In particular, expansion at Molycorp, construction of the Ivanpah SEGS facility, and construction 
of E ITP ar e ex pected t o c ontinue through 2013,  and c onstruction of  t he C alnev P ipeline 
Expansion Project, Mountain Pass Lateral project, and JPOE are expected to occur in 2013. 

 

Seismic Hazards 
The project site is c onsidered t o hav e l ow pot ential f or seismic ev ents, liquefaction, and 
landslide. To v erify that s eismic haz ards w ould not  af fect the project, the Applicant would 
conduct preliminary site investigations as outlined in mitigation measure MM-PH&S-1.  
Structural failure at the project site is not likely and with the implementation of mitigation 
measure MM-PH&S-1, no adverse impacts would occur. As such, Proposed Action impacts are 
not expected to combine with similar impacts of past, present, or reasonably foreseeable 
projects, and the proposed facility would not contribute to cumulative impacts. 

 

Hazardous Materials and Waste Management 
As a r esult of  t he concurrent construction and operating projects in t he area, t here would be 
multiple pot ential s ources of  hazardous m aterials and w aste.  Applicable regulations and 
implementation of  mitigation measures MM-PH&S-2, MM-PH&S-3, MM-PH&S-4, and  MM-
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PH&S-5 would ensure that impacts would not occur as a result of the Proposed Action.  The 
other current and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the region would be s ubject to the 
same r egulations, a s w ell a s s imilar mitigation measures r equired as a r esult of  their ow n 
independent env ironmental r eviews.  Because t he P roposed A ction and ot her pr ojects ar e 
separated by distances of a mile or more, a hazardous material release from one project would 
not have the potential to combine with contamination from spills from other projects to result in 
a cumulative impact. 

Herbicides may be used for vegetation removal within the solar PV arrays during construction. 
Herbicides used for vegetation control within the arrays and other project facilities could result 
in adverse health effects to the public, maintenance personnel, wildlife, or sensitive vegetation if 
herbicides are handled improperly or chemical drift occurs away from the target area. To 
reduce po tential i mpacts f rom her bicides, i mplementation of  mitigation measure MM-PH&S-5 
would be required. Because the Proposed Action and other projects are separated by distances 
of a mile or more, use of herbicides at one project would not have the potential to combine with 
impacts from other projects to result in a cumulative impact. 

The potential exists for hazardous materials being used during construction of the project to be 
released into t he des ert w ashes and ephem eral s treams t hat t raverse t he s ite; how ever, 
mitigation measure MM-PH&S-2 would require hazardous materials use and storage to occur at 
a distance from watercourses, which would reduce the potential for any spilled materials to 
enter w atercourses. Because t he P roposed A ction and ot her pr ojects ar e s eparated by  
distances of a mile or more, releases of hazardous material at one pr oject would not have the 
potential to combine with impacts from other projects to result in a cumulative impact. 

The potential also exists for motor vehicle fuel to be released from on-site storage tanks or for 
transformer oil t o be r eleased at  t he pr oject s ubstation.  If a l eak w ere t o oc cur during 
construction, potentially resulting in a haz ard to soil, water, wildlife, or personnel at the project 
site. I mplementation of a SPCC Plan as required by mitigation measure MM-PH&S-2 w ould 
reduce potential impacts f rom the use of  hazardous materials at the project site. Because the 
Proposed Action and other projects are separated by distances of a mile or more, a hazardous 
material release from one project would not have the potential to combine with contamination 
from spills from other projects to result in a cumulative impact. 

 

Emergency Response 
Although the solar facility would contain relatively few f lammable components, the presence of 
electrical generating eq uipment and el ectrical cables, along with v arious oi ls ( lubricating, 
cooling, and hydraulic) creates the potential for f ire or a m edical emergency within the facility. 
The project s ite i s located in a r ural area with several alternative access roads allowing easy 
access to the site in the event of an emergency.  However, per imeter fencing and security 
gates could physically i nterfere w ith em ergency vehicle access or  per sonnel evacuation f rom 
the project s ite. Heavy construction-related traffic could interfere with emergency response to 
the project site or emergency evacuation procedures in the event of  an emergency such as a 
wildfire or a chemical spill at the project site. To ensure emergency access to the project site 
during c onstruction, i mplementation of  m itigation measure MM-PH&S-4 would r equire t he 
Applicant to appoint an Emergency R esponse Li aison t o c oordinate t he r eduction of  
construction-related traffic for the duration of any emergency at or nearby the project site, and 
to prepare a construction Traffic Control Plan that includes assurance of access for emergency 
vehicles to the project site. 

This i mpact has  t he pot ential t o c ombine w ith ot her c urrent and f uture pr ojects t hat w ould 
generate high volumes of traffic on area roadways and whose construction schedules overlap 
with that of the proposed facility by creating a cumulative traffic burden on regional roadways as 
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a result of  an abundanc e of  construction vehicles.  Given the rural nature of the project area 
and the fact that most cumulative projects in the project vicinity would not generate high 
volumes of  t raffic, t he pot ential f or a c umulative i mpact on em ergency r esponse i s l ow.  As 
such, proposed facility impacts are not expected to combine with similar impacts of  pas t, 
present, or  reasonably f oreseeable projects, and t he proposed facility would not contribute to 
cumulative impacts. 

 

Worker Safety 
Applicable r egulations and i mplementation of  mitigation measure MM-PH&S-2 would ensure 
that i mpacts as sociated w ith worker health and safety w ould not  oc cur as  a r esult of  
construction of  the P roposed A ction.  T he ot her c urrent and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects in the region would be subject t o t he same r egulations, as  well as  s imilar mitigation 
measures required as a result of their own independent environmental reviews.  Because the 
Proposed Action and other projects are separated by distances of a mile or more, worker safety 
hazards on one s ite would not have the potential to combine with hazards from another site to 
result in a cumulative impact. 

 

Intentionally Destructive Acts 
Depending on the severity of the event, fixed components of a solar facility could be damaged 
or destroyed, resulting in economic, safety, and environmental consequences. Equipment used 
in constructing t he solar f acility could al so be i mpacted, pot entially r esulting i n l oss of  l ife. In 
general, the consequences of an i ntentionally des tructive ac t, i ncluding s abotage or  t errorist 
attack on a solar facility would be expected to be similar to those discussed under  seismic 
hazards and hazardous materials regarding accidental and natural events. The potential 
consequences of such events would be site-specific and unlikely to occur. As such, proposed 
facility impacts are not expected to combine with similar impacts of past, present, or reasonably 
foreseeable projects, and the proposed facility would not contribute to cumulative impacts. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
It i s expected that al l of  t he cumulative projects described above would be operational at the 
same t ime as the Proposed Action.  A s a result, the current and pr oposed developments near 
the pr oject s ite w ould hav e t he pot ential t o c ontribute t o c umulative publ ic health and safety 
impacts. 

 

Seismic Hazards 
As di scussed under  ”Construction”, the project s ite i s c onsidered t o hav e l ow pot ential f or 
seismic and geologic hazards, including liquefaction and lateral spreading.  In addition, potential 
operations and m aintenance impacts w ould be s ite s pecific and w ould be r educed by  the 
implementation of mitigation measure MM-PH&S-1. Therefore, proposed facility impacts are not 
expected to combine with similar impacts of past, present, or reasonably foreseeable projects, 
and operations of the proposed facility would not contribute to cumulative impacts. 

 

Hazardous Materials and Waste Management 
As discussed under “Construction”, operation of the proposed facility would result in a potential 
hazard to the public or per sonnel i f a haz ardous m aterial s pill or  l eak w ere t o oc cur. 
Additionally, g rading, drilling, or excavation at t he pr oject s ite has  t he pot ential t o m obilize 
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hazardous materials currently in the soil, which could result in exposure of personnel and other 
sensitive receptors such as plants and wildlife to contaminant levels that could result in short-
term and/or long-term health ef fects.  I mplementation of the Applicant’s Emergency Response 
and Hazardous M aterials M anagement P lan (First S olar 2012b)  as r equired by  mitigation 
measure MM-PH&S-2 would ensure that potential impacts are reduced.  This impact does not 
have the potential to combine with contamination from spills from other projects to result in a 
cumulative impact due to the site-specific nature of soil contamination.  Implementation of  the 
Emergency R esponse and Hazardous M aterials M anagement P lan w ould ens ure pr oper 
cleanup and disposal of contaminated soil. 

The potential exists for hazardous materials being used during operation and maintenance of 
the project to be released into the desert washes and ephemeral streams that traverse the site; 
however, mitigation measure MM-PH&S-2 would require hazardous materials use and s torage 
to oc cur at  a di stance f rom w atercourses, w hich w ould r educe t he pot ential f or any spilled 
materials to enter watercourses. Because t he Proposed Action and ot her projects ar e 
separated by distances of a m ile or more, releases of hazardous material at one project would 
not hav e t he pot ential t o c ombine w ith i mpacts f rom ot her pr ojects t o r esult i n a c umulative 
impact. 

The potential also exists for motor vehicle fuel to be released from on-site storage tanks or for 
transformer oil to be released at the project substation if a leak were to occur during operations, 
potentially resulting in a hazard to soil, water, wildlife, or personnel at the project site. 
Implementation of  a S PCC Plan as required by mitigation measure MM-PH&S-2 would reduce 
potential impacts from the use of hazardous materials at the project site. Because the Proposed 
Action and other projects are separated by distances of  a m ile or more, a hazardous material 
release from one project would not have the potential to combine with contamination from spills 
from other projects to result in a cumulative impact. 

 

Emergency Response 
During project operation and maintenance, minimal traffic is expected to occur and is not likely 
to interfere with emergency response activities. Therefore, this impact would not combine with 
similar impacts of past, present, or reasonably foreseeable projects, and proposed facility 
operations would not contribute to cumulative impacts. 

 

Worker Safety 
Applicable r egulations and i mplementation of  mitigation measure MM-PH&S-2 would ensure 
that impacts associated with worker health and safety would not occur as a result of operations 
and maintenance of the Proposed Action.  The other current and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects in the region would be subject t o t he same r egulations, as  well as  s imilar mitigation 
measures required as a result of their own independent environmental reviews.  Because the 
Proposed Action and other projects are separated by distances of a mile or more, worker safety 
hazards on one s ite would not have the potential to combine with hazards from another site to 
result in a cumulative impact. 

 

Intentionally Destructive Acts 
Depending on t he severity of the event, fixed components of a solar facility could be damaged 
or destroyed, resulting in economic, safety, and environmental consequences. Equipment used 
during oper ations and m aintenance of  the s olar f acility c ould al so be i mpacted, pot entially 
resulting i n l oss of  l ife. I n g eneral, t he consequences of an intentionally destructive act, 
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including sabotage or terrorist attack on a solar facility would be expected to be similar to those 
discussed under  s eismic haz ards and hazardous materials regarding accidental and natural 
events. The potential consequences of such events would be site-specific and unlikely to occur. 
As such, proposed facility impacts are not expected t o combine w ith s imilar impacts of  pas t, 
present, or  reasonably f oreseeable projects, and t he proposed f acility would not contribute to 
cumulative impacts. 

 

Decommissioning 
It is expected that all of the cumulative projects described above, as well as additional projects, 
would be in various stages of  c onstruction, oper ations, and dec ommissioning dur ing t he 
decommissioning of the Proposed Action.  As a result, the current and proposed developments 
near t he pr oject s ite w ould hav e t he pot ential t o c ombine w ith t he decommissioning of the 
Proposed Action and contribute to cumulative public health and safety impacts. 

 

Seismic Hazards 
As di scussed under  ”Construction”, the project s ite i s c onsidered t o hav e l ow pot ential f or 
seismic and geologic hazards, including liquefaction and lateral spreading.  In addition, potential 
decommissioning impacts would be site specific and would be reduced by the implementation 
of mitigation measure MM-PH&S-1. T herefore, pr oposed facility impacts ar e not  ex pected t o 
combine with similar impacts of  pas t, pr esent, or  r easonably f oreseeable pr ojects, and 
decommissioning of the proposed facility would not contribute to cumulative impacts. 

 

Hazardous Materials and Waste Management 
As discussed under “Construction”, decommissioning of  the proposed facility would result in a 
potential hazard to the public or personnel if a hazardous material spill or leak were to occur.  
Implementation of the Applicant’s Emergency Response and Hazardous Materials Management 
Plan (First S olar 2012b)  as r equired by  mitigation measure MM-PH&S-2 w ould ens ure that 
potential impacts are reduced.  This impact does not have the potential to combine with 
contamination f rom spills f rom other projects to result in a c umulative impact due t o the s ite-
specific nature of soil contamination.  Implementation of the Emergency Response and 
Hazardous M aterials Management Plan would ens ure pr oper c leanup and di sposal of  
contaminated soil. 

The potential exists for hazardous materials being used during decommissioning of the project 
to be r eleased into the desert washes and ephem eral streams that traverse the site; however, 
mitigation measure MM-PH&S-2 would require hazardous materials use and storage to occur at 
a distance from watercourses, which would reduce the potential for any spilled materials to 
enter w atercourses. Because t he P roposed A ction and ot her pr ojects ar e s eparated by  
distances of a mile or more, releases of hazardous material at one pr oject would not have the 
potential to combine with impacts from other projects to result in a cumulative impact. 

The potential also exists for motor vehicle fuel to be released from on-site storage tanks or for 
transformer oil to be released at the project substation if a leak were to occur during 
decommissioning, potentially resulting i n a haz ard t o s oil, w ater, w ildlife, or  per sonnel at  t he 
project s ite. I mplementation of  a S PCC P lan as  r equired by mitigation measure MM-PH&S-2 
would reduce potential impacts from the use of hazardous materials at the project site. Because 
the Proposed Action and other projects are separated by distances of a mile or more, a 
hazardous m aterial r elease f rom one pr oject would not hav e t he pot ential t o c ombine w ith 
contamination from spills from other projects to result in a cumulative impact. 
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Emergency Response 
Heavy traffic associated with decommissioning could interfere with emergency response to the 
project s ite or  em ergency ev acuation pr ocedures i n t he ev ent of  an emergency such as a 
wildfire or a chemical spill at the project site. To ensure emergency access to the project site 
during decommissioning, implementation of mitigation measure MM-PH&S-4 would require the 
Applicant to appoint an Emergency R esponse Li aison t o c oordinate t he r eduction of  
decommissioning-related traffic for the duration of any emergency at or nearby the project site, 
and t o prepare a c onstruction Traffic Control Plan t hat i ncludes as surance of  ac cess f or 
emergency vehicles to the project site. 

This i mpact has  t he pot ential t o c ombine w ith ot her c urrent and f uture pr ojects t hat w ould 
generate high volumes of traffic on area roadways and whose construction or decommissioning 
schedules overlap with that of the proposed facility by creating a cumulative traffic burden on 
regional roadways as a result of an abundance of heavy equipment and worker vehicles.  Given 
the r ural nat ure of  t he pr oject ar ea and t he f act t hat m ost c umulative pr ojects i n the project 
vicinity would not generate high volumes of traffic, the potential for a cumulative impact on 
emergency response is low.  As such, proposed facility impacts are not expected to combine 
with s imilar i mpacts of  pas t, present, or reasonably foreseeable projects, and the proposed 
facility would not contribute to cumulative impacts. 

 

Worker Safety 
Applicable r egulations and i mplementation of  mitigation measure MM-PH&S-2 would ensure 
that i mpacts as sociated w ith w orker he alth and safety w ould not  oc cur as  a r esult of  
decommissioning of the Proposed Action.  The other current and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects in the region would be subject t o t he same r egulations, as  well as  s imilar mitigation 
measures required as a result of their own independent environmental reviews.  Because the 
Proposed Action and other projects are separated by distances of a mile or more, worker safety 
hazards on one s ite would not have the potential to combine with hazards from another site to 
result in a cumulative impact. 

 

Intentionally Destructive Acts 
Depending on the severity of the event, fixed components of a solar facility could be damaged 
or destroyed, resulting in economic, safety, and environmental consequences. Equipment used 
during decommissioning of the solar facility could also be impacted, potentially resulting in loss 
of life. In general, the consequences of an intentionally destructive act, including sabotage or 
terrorist attack on a solar f acility would be expected to be similar to those discussed under 
seismic hazards and haz ardous m aterials r egarding ac cidental and nat ural ev ents. T he 
potential consequences of such events would be s ite-specific and unl ikely t o occur. As such, 
proposed facility impacts are not expected to combine with similar impacts of past, present, or 
reasonably f oreseeable pr ojects, and t he pr oposed f acility would not  contribute t o cumulative 
impacts. 
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Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 

Modification of the Ivanpah DWMA boundary would not result in the use of hazardous materials 
or generation of wastes.  Therefore, this action would not contribute to cumulative impacts to 
public health and safety. 

 

4.11.10.5 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Impacts of the Proposed Action related to seismic hazards, hazardous materials, worker safety, 
and intentionally destructive acts are localized in nature and site specific.  Potential impacts are 
not expected to combine with similar impacts of past, present, or reasonably foreseeable 
projects. Therefore, significance determinations are not provided below for CEQA Significance 
Criteria PH&S-1, PH&S-2, PH&S-3, PH&S-4 or PH&S-5. 

 

PH&S-6 

Construction and decommissioning of the Stateline Solar Farm Project has the potential for 
impairing implementation of  S an B ernardino County adopted em ergency ev acuation and 
emergency r esponse pl ans. D uring c onstruction and dec ommissioning, ac tivities c ould affect 
traffic and emergency routes, including equipment and m aterial delivery.  Project traffic during 
construction and decommissioning could interfere with emergency response to the project site 
or emergency evacuation procedures in the event of an emergency such as a wildfire or a 
chemical spill at the project site. Perimeter fencing and security gates could physically interfere 
with emergency vehicle access or personnel evacuation from the project site. 

This i mpact has  t he pot ential t o c ombine w ith ot her c urrent and f uture pr ojects t hat w ould 
generate high volumes of traffic on area roadways and whose construction schedules overlap 
with that of  the proposed facility. Although the potential for a cumulative impact to emergency 
response is unlikely to occur due t o the rural nature of  the project area and t he fact that most 
cumulative projects in the project vicinity would not  generate high volumes of  t raffic, with the 
implementation of  mitigation measure MM-PH&S-4 and a T raffic M anagement P lan, the 
project’s contribution to cumulative impacts would be less than significant.  

 

PH&S-7 
Construction, operation, and dec ommissioning of t he S tateline S olar Far m Project w ould not  
generate solid waste in a volume that exceeds the capacity of existing facilities.  The California 
Solid Waste Reuse and Recycling Access Act of 1991, as amended, requires expanded or new 
development pr ojects t o i ncorporate s torage ar eas for recycling bins i nto t he p roject des ign. 
The Applicant would implement a recycling program that would be included in the Waste 
Management Plan.  The Applicant would contract with a recycler or waste hauler to transport 
waste to a r egional of fsite recycling facility. Reuse and recycling of construction debris would 
reduce operating expenses and save valuable landfill space.  Implementation of the Applicant’s 
pre-funded PV Module Recycling P rogram w ould ens ure t hat m ost pr oject c omponents ar e 
eventually recycled, and not disposed in solid waste landfills.  Potential impacts would be l ess 
than significant with mitigation. 
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4.11.10.6 Alternatives 

Alternative 2: 2,385 Ac Alternative 
The public health and s afety impacts associated with Alternative 2 would be approximately the 
same as those associated with t he P roposed A ction.  T herefore, t he c umulative i mpacts 
associated with Alternative 2 would be the same as  those described above f or t he Proposed 
Action. 

 

Alternative 3: 2,151 Ac Alternative 
The public health and s afety impacts associated with Alternative 3 would be approximately the 
same as those associated with t he P roposed A ction.  T herefore, t he c umulative i mpacts 
associated with Alternative 3 would be the same as  those described above f or t he Proposed 
Action. 

 

Alternative 4: Reduced Acreage Alternative 
The public health and s afety impacts associated with Alternative 4 would be approximately the 
same as those associated with t he P roposed A ction.  T herefore, t he c umulative i mpacts 
associated w ith A lternative 4 w ould be  the same as  those described above f or t he Proposed 
Action. 

 

Alternative 5: No Action Alternative 
Alternative 5,  t he N o A ction A lternative, w ould not  contribute to public health and safety 
impacts.  Therefore, this alternative would not contribute to cumulative public health and safety 
impacts. 

 

Alternative 6: No Project, Exclude Solar Alternative 
By deny ing t he s olar ener gy appl ication and ex cluding t he s ite f rom f uture solar energy 
development, Alternative 6 would not contribute to cumulative public health and safety impacts. 

 

Alternative 7: No Project, Approve Solar Alternative 
By denying the solar energy application, Alternative 7 would not contribute to cumulative health 
and safety impacts.  T he s ite could pot entially be used for solar or other development in t he 
future.  Public health and safety impacts associated with future actions would be considered in 
a later project-specific environmental analysis. 

 

4.11.11 Mitigation Measures 
Project-specific m itigation m easures hav e been dev eloped t o r educe and/ or av oid potential 
public health and safety impacts associated with construction, operation and maintenance, and 
decommissioning of the proposed facility. These project-specific m itigation m easures are 
presented below: 

 

MM-PH&S-1: Prior to the i ssuance of  the R OW grant, t he A pplicant s hall c onduct a f ull 
geotechnical s tudy t o ev aluate s oil c onditions and g eologic haz ards on the project site and 
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submit i t f or appr oval t o t he B LM. T he g eotechnical s tudy m ust be s igned by a California-
registered professional engineer and must identify the following:  

• Presence, if any, of potentially detrimental soil chemicals, such as chlorides and 
sulfates; 

• Appropriate design measures for protection of  r einforcement, c oncrete, and m etal-
structural c omponents ag ainst c orrosion ( such as  use of c orrosion-resistant m aterials 
and coatings, increased t hickness of  pr oject c omponents ex posed t o pot entially 
corrosive conditions, and use of passive and/or active cathodic protection systems); 

• Location of fault traces and potential for surface rupture;  

• Potential f or s eismically i nduced g round s haking, liquefaction, landslides, differential 
settlement, and mudflows;  

• Stability of existing cut-and-fill slopes;  

• Collapsible or expansive soils;  

• Foundation material type;  

• Potential for wind erosion, water erosion, sedimentation, and flooding;  

• Location and des cription of  unpr otected dr ainages t hat c ould be i mpacted by  t he 
proposed development; and  

• Recommendations for placement and design of facilities, foundations, and remediation 
of unstable ground.  

Studies s hall c onform t o i ndustry s tandards of  c are and A merican Society for Testing and 
Materials ( ASTM) s tandards f or f ield and l aboratory t esting.  Study results and proposed 
solutions s hall be pr ovided f or r eview and appr oval t o the BLM at least 60 days bef ore f inal 
project design. 

The Applicant s hall det ermine t he f inal s iting of  pr oject f acilities bas ed on t he r esults of  t he 
geotechnical study and implement recommended measures to minimize geologic hazards. The 
Applicant shall not locate project facilities on or immediately adjacent to a fault trace. The BLM 
will evaluate any final facility siting design developed prior to the issuance of the ROW grant to 
verify that geological constraints have been avoided. 

 

MM-PH&S-2: The Applicant shall implement t heir Emergency Response and H azardous 
Materials Management P lan (First S olar 2012b)  and submit a SPCC P lan to t he BLM for 
approval.   After receiving comments, the Applicant shall reflect all received recommendations 
in the final documents.  Copies of the final Emergency R esponse and H azardous Materials 
Management Plan and SPCC Plan shall be pr ovided to the BLM and t he Hazardous Materials 
Division of the C ounty of  San B ernardino Fire Department.  The Emergency R esponse and 
Hazardous Materials Management Plan shall include the following: 

• “Good housekeeping” procedures shall be developed to ensure that during operation the 
site will be kept clean of debris, garbage, fugitive trash or waste, and graffiti; to prohibit 
scrap heaps and dumps; and to minimize storage yards.  

• The plan shall identify all hazardous materials that would be used, stored, or transported 
at the site. It shall establish i nspection pr ocedures, s torage r equirements, s torage 
quantity limits, inventory control, non-hazardous product substitutes, and disposition of 
excess m aterials. T he pl an s hall al so i dentify r equirements for notices to federal and 
local emergency response authorities and include emergency response plans. 
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• The Applicant shall develop a spill prevention and response plan identifying where 
hazardous m aterials and w astes ar e s tored on -site, spill pr evention m easures t o be 
implemented, training requirements, appropriate spill response actions for each material 
or waste, the locations of spill response kits on-site, a procedure for ensuring that the 
spill response kits are adequately stocked at all times, and procedures for making timely 
notifications to authorities.  

• Secondary containment shall be pr ovided for all on-site hazardous materials and waste 
storage, including fuel. I n par ticular, f uel s torage ( for c onstruction v ehicles and 
equipment) shall be a t emporary ac tivity oc curring onl y f or as  l ong as  i s needed t o 
support construction activities.  

• In the event of  an accidental release to the environment, the Applicant shall document 
the event, including a r oot cause analysis, appropriate corrective actions taken, and a 
characterization of t he r esulting env ironmental or  heal th and s afety i mpacts. 
Documentation of the event shall be pr ovided to the BLM and ot her f ederal and s tate 
agencies, as required.  

The Applicant shall not use any hazardous materials not listed in Tables 4.11-1 and 4. 11-2, or 
in greater quantities than those identified by chemical name in Tables 4.11-1 and 4.11-2, unless 
approved in advance by the BLM.  The proposed soil stabilizer identified as “EccoTex” shall not 
be used unless a MSDS identifying its chemical content is provided, and its use is approved by 
BLM. 

The Applicant shall site all f ueling, haz ardous m aterials s torage ar eas, and oper ation and 
maintenance activities involving hazardous materials at l east 100 f eet aw ay from bl ue-line 
drainages as identified on USGS topography maps and wetlands. 

The waste management c omponents of  t he E mergency R esponse and Hazardous M aterials 
Management Plan (First Solar 2012b) shall be implemented.  These components shall contain, 
at a minimum, the following: 

• A description of al l c onstruction, oper ations and m aintenance, and dec ommissioning 
waste s treams, i ncluding pr ojections of  f requency, amounts generated, and hazard 
classifications; 

• Management methods t o be us ed f or eac h waste s tream, including temporary on-site 
storage, housekeeping and bes t m anagement pr actices t o be em ployed, 
containerization m ethods, treatment m ethods and c ompanies pr oviding t reatment 
services, w aste t esting methods to assure c orrect c lassification, m ethods of  
transportation, di sposal r equirements and s ites, and r ecycling and waste 
minimization/source reduction plans; 

• Information and s ummary r ecords of  c onversations w ith t he l ocal C ertified Unified 
Program Agency and the Department of Toxic Substances Control regarding any waste 
management requirements necessary for project activities. Copies of all required waste 
management per mits, not ices, and/ or aut horizations s hall be i ncluded i n t he pl an and 
updated as necessary;  

• A detailed description of how facility wastes will be managed and any contingency plans 
to be em ployed, i n t he ev ent of  an unpl anned c losure or planned temporary facility 
closure; and 

• A detailed description of how facility wastes will be managed and disposed upon closure 
of the facility. 

Any wastewater generated in as sociation with temporary, portable sanitary f acilities shall be 
periodically removed by a l icensed hauler and either disposed in the on-site septic and leach 
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field, or introduced into an existing m unicipal s ewage t reatment f acility. T emporary, por table 
sanitary facilities provided for construction crews shall be adequate to support expected on-site 
personnel and shall be removed at completion of construction activities.  

Upon becoming aware of any impending waste management-related enforcement action by any 
local, state, or federal authority, the Applicant shall notify BLM of any such action taken or 
proposed to be taken against the project itself, or against any waste hauler or disposal facility or 
treatment operator with which the Applicant contracts. 

The health and s afety c omponents of  t he E mergency R esponse and Hazardous M aterials 
Management Plan (First Solar 2012b) shall be implemented.  These components shall contain, 
at a minimum, the following: 

• Personal Protective Equipment; 

• Exposure Monitoring; 

• Injury and Illness Prevention;  

• Emergency Action; and 

• Fire Prevention. 

The health and s afety program shall be developed to protect both workers and the general 
public dur ing c onstruction, oper ation, and dec ommissioning of  the project. R egarding 
occupational heal th and s afety, t he pr ogram s hall i dentify al l appl icable federal and state 
occupational safety standards; establish safe work practices for each task (e.g., requirements 
for personal protective equipment and safety harnesses; OSHA standard practices for safe use 
of explosives and blasting agents; and measures for reducing occupational electric and 
magnetic f ields exposures); establish fire safety evacuation procedures; and define safety 
performance s tandards ( e.g., el ectrical s ystem s tandards and lightning protection standards). 
The program s hall i nclude a t raining pr ogram t o i dentify haz ard t raining r equirements f or 
workers f or each t ask and es tablish pr ocedures f or providing required t raining to al l workers. 
Documentation of t raining and a m echanism f or r eporting s erious ac cidents t o appr opriate 
agencies shall be established.  

 

MM-PH&S-3: The Applicant shall provide the resume of  an experienced and qualified 
professional eng ineer or professional geologist, who shall be available for consultation during 
site characterization (if needed), demolition, excavation, and grading activities, to BLM and the 
County. The resume shall show experience i n r emedial i nvestigation and f easibility s tudies.  
The professional engineer or  pr ofessional g eologist s hall be g iven aut hority by  t he pr oject 
owner to oversee any earth moving activities that have the potential to disturb contaminated soil 
and impact public health, safety and the environment. 

If potentially contaminated soil is identified during site characterization, demolition, excavation, 
or g rading at  ei ther t he pr oposed s ite or  l inear f acilities, as  ev idenced by discoloration, odor, 
detection by  handhel d instruments, or other s igns, t he pr ofessional eng ineer or  pr ofessional 
geologist s hall i nspect t he s ite, det ermine t he need f or s ampling t o c onfirm t he nat ure and 
extent of contamination, and pr ovide a w ritten r eport t o t he pr oject owner, r epresentatives of  
Department of  T oxic S ubstances Control or Regional Water Quality Control Board, and the 
BLM stating the recommended course of action. 

Depending on the nature and extent of contamination, the professional engineer or professional 
geologist shall have the authority to temporarily suspend construction activity at that location for 
the pr otection of  w orkers or  t he publ ic. I f, i n t he opi nion of  t he pr ofessional engineer or 
professional geologist, significant remediation may be required, the project owner shall contact 
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the BLM and r epresentatives of t he D epartment of  T oxic S ubstances C ontrol for or the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board, for guidance and possible oversight. 

 

MM-PH&S-4: The A pplicant s hall i mplement t heir Traffic Control Plan ( First Solar 2012e)  for 
the site access roads to ensure that no hazards would result from the increased truck traffic and 
that traffic flow would not be adversely impacted. This plan shall incorporate measures such as 
informational signs, f laggers w hen eq uipment m ay r esult i n bl ocked t hroughways, and t raffic 
cones to identify any necessary changes in temporary lane configuration.  The Applicant shall 
consult with local planning authorities regarding increased traffic during the construction phase, 
including an assessment of the number of vehicles per day, their size, and type. Specific issues 
of concern (e.g., location of  school bus routes and s tops) shall be identified and addr essed in 
the T raffic Control Plan.  The P lan w ould i nclude des ignation of  an E mergency Response 
Liaison to coordinate the reduction of traffic for the duration of any emergency. 

 

MM-PH&S-5: The Applicant shall implement their Noxious Weed Management Plan (First Solar 
2012a) which identifies BMPs that would be implemented for t he s torage and appl ication of  
herbicides used to control weeds beneath and around the solar array. The plan shall be 
developed to ens ure t hat appl ications would be c onducted w ithin t he f ramework of  B LM and 
DOI policies and entail only the use of EPA-registered pesticides. Pesticide use shall be limited 
to non-persistent, immobile pes ticides and s hall only be appl ied in accordance with label and 
application permit directions and stipulations for terrestrial and aquatic applications.  

 

MM-PH&S-6:  A bond to pr ovide per formance and f inancial assurance g uarantees t o ensure 
completion of  t he requirements of  t he approved C losure, Decommissioning, and Reclamation 
Plan, acceptable to BLM’s Authorized O fficer, shall be f urnished by the Applicant prior t o t he 
issuance of a Notice to Proceed with construction or at such earlier date as may be specified by 
BLM’s Authorized O fficer. The amount of  t his bond s hall be det ermined by BLM’s Authorized 
Officer. This bond must be maintained in ef fect until removal of  improvements and r estoration 
of the right-of-way have been accepted by BLM’s Authorized Officer.   At least 30 days prior to 
the start of  construction and prior to any Notice to Proceed with construction issued by BLM’s 
Authorized Officer, the project owner shall provide BLM’s Authorized Officer with documentation 
of the following:  

A. BLM's ROW Grant and final approved Plan of Development;  

B. The bond satisfactory to BLM's Authorized Officer;  

C. Certification that the project owner acknowledges that the First Solar Stateline development 
and al l r elated c onstruction, oper ation, m aintenance and closure activities are to be 
conducted in conformance with the approved Plan of Development and within the approved 
ROW boundaries for the life of the project.  

 

4.11.12 Residual Impacts after Mitigation 
Although unlikely, following implementation of mitigation measures provided in Section 4.11.12, 
it i s pos sible t hat an ac cidental haz ardous m aterial r elease c ould oc cur and c ould c ause a 
public heal th and s afety r isk t o t he hum an env ironment. N o ot her residual impacts to publ ic 
health and safety are expected to occur as a result of construction, operation and maintenance, 
and/or decommissioning of the proposed Project or an alternative. 
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4.12 Recreation 
4.12.1 Methodology for Analysis 
The following di scussion i dentifies and anal yzes t he i mpacts o f the Proposed A ction and  
alternatives on r ecreational r esources.  Existing and pl anned r ecreational r esources w ere 
identified through a v ariety of  sources. R ecently publ ished m aps and i nternet s ources were 
used t o v erify the l ocation o f recreational ar eas and resources.  Federal, S tate, and  l ocal 
(County) plans, such as land management plans and general plans, were consulted to describe 
the project regions with regards to recreation.  Internet searches of agency (Federal, State, and 
local) websites were conducted to verify the location and specifics of both existing and planned 
recreational facilities.  

 
4.12.2 CEQA Significance Criteria 
The indicators listed below were used to determine if the proposed Stateline Solar Farm facility 
would result in significant impacts to recreational resources under CEQA.  These indicators are 
the same as the significance criteria for recreation listed in the CEQA Environmental Checklist, 
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines:  

• Rec-1:  Increase the us e of  ex isting nei ghborhood and r egional par ks or  ot her 
recreational facilities such that the physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be 
accelerated; or  

• Rec-2:  Include r ecreational f acilities or  r equire t he c onstruction or  ex pansion of  
recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment.  

For the proposed Stateline Solar Farm ROW grant, the Rec-2 criterion was determined to result 
in no i mpacts unde r al l al ternatives s ince t he development o f r ecreational f acilities i s no t 
included in the as part of that component of the Proposed Action.  As discussed in Section 4.13 
(Social and Economic Issues), construction of the proposed facility would require a peak of 
approximately 600 workers. It i s an ticipated t hat t he m ajority of  construction per sonnel would 
stay in hotels and  rental properties in Primm or commute from Las  Vegas for t he duration of  
construction. Operation and maintenance of the proposed facility would require a workforce of 
approximately 10 staff year-round.  It is anticipated that few, if any, workers would relocate to 
the a rea per manently. Consequently, c onstruction, oper ation, and  maintenance o f the solar 
facility would not  substantially increase the pop ulation and the project would not  require the 
construction o f r ecreational f acilities. A ppendix G  of  t he C EQA G uidelines al so i ncludes a  
criterion un der P ublic Services f or p otential adv erse phy sical impacts as sociated w ith t he 
provision of  new  or  ph ysically al tered g overnment facilities, t he c onstruction o f w hich c ould 
cause env ironmental impacts, i ncluding par ks.  For the r easons stated under t he R ec-2 
criterion, the issuance of the solar ROW grant as a component of the Proposed Action would 
not r esult i n t he c onstruction o f new  par ks and would not  r esult i n t he phy sical a lteration o f 
parks. 

Another c omponent o f t he P roposed A ction i ncludes m odification of  t he boundar y or  t he 
Ivanpah D WMA.  This action w ould af fect r ecreational us es i n t he ar ea by  i mproving B LM’s 
ability to manage recreation and other land uses within the DWMA.  However, as administrative 
Federal actions taking place entirely on Federal lands, these actions are not within the purview 
of S an B ernardino C ounty, and ar e therefore not  ev aluated w ith r espect to t he C EQA 
significance criteria. 

Because there would be no i mpact to recreational facilities and parks associated with the solar 
project, and the CEQA criteria are not applicable to BLM’s management actions, the Rec-2 and 
Public Services criteria are not discussed further in this section. 
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4.12.3 Alternative 1: Proposed Action 
4.12.3.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Impacts to recreational r esources as sociated w ith t he P roposed A ction c ould r esult f rom 
physical r emoval of  the pr oject ar ea from o ther u ses, di sruption o f hy drology or  w ind 
characteristics, v isual impacts associated with the facility, and i mpacts associated with facility 
employment.  O f these, al l pot ential i mpacts ot her t han t hose as sociated w ith em ployment, 
would r esult from the removal of  the P roject Site from r ecreational us e and ex istence o f 
infrastructure on the project site.  These impacts would begin during construction, and remain 
throughout operations until t he infrastructure i s removed dur ing decommissioning.  Therefore, 
these potential impacts are discussed outside of the framework of construction, operations, and 
decommissioning.  Potential impacts associated with facility employment are discussed within 
the framework of construction, operations, and decommissioning. 
 
Recreational Resources within Proposed Solar Farm Boundaries 
Approval of the pr oposed solar f arm would di rectly r emove approximately 2,143 acres 
associated with Stateline Solar Farm permanent disturbance from potential use for recreational 
opportunities s uch as  c amping, hi king, hun ting, and w ildlife v iewing.  This co mprises 
approximately 3 percent of the land area available for recreation within the Ivanpah Valley, but 
is a small fraction of the overall land area available in the eastern Mojave Desert.  

The proposed facility would not have a direct impact on recreational resources within the 
proposed right-of-way grant boundaries, because it is unlikely that the proposed solar farm area 
is s ubstantially us ed f or r ecreation ex cept for p roviding t raffic ac cess t o ot her l ocations. A ny 
impacts on traffic a ccess t o t hese ot her ar eas would be m itigated by  t he r e-routing of r oads 
currently within the Project’s proposed footprint around the facility. The re-direction of r oads 
around the perimeter of the facility is addressed in the Applicant’s Plan of Development.  The 
perimeter routes would be constructed by the Applicant, and would be designated by BLM as 
open routes.  The routes would not be included as a part of the Applicant’s ROW grant.   

The proposed facility area includes three routes of travel designated by BLM as open routes.  
These routes include route 699226 ( 1.8 miles encompassed by the Proposed Action), 699198 
(2.0 miles), and  699238  ( 1.4 miles).  A  t otal o f 5. 2 m iles o f ex isting o pen r outes w ould be  
impacted under the P roposed A ction.  The c losed por tions o f the three r outes w ould be  
removed from the list of open routes on BLM’s OHV designation.  The Applicant would construct 
replacement routes around the perimeter of their facility, and these would be designated by 
BLM as open routes.  The replacement routes would not be part of the R OW grant for the 
project, and would not be the responsibility of the Applicant to maintain.  The redirected routes 
would be des igned and constructed to minimize damage to soil, watershed, vegetation, and ai r 
resources.  R ecreational use of t he redirected t rails would not  conflict with facility operations, 
except on the rare occasion that repair equipment is mobilized by the Applicant to repair 
damage t o s ecurity or  des ert t ortoise fencing ar ound t he s olar pr oject.   Fenc e m aintenance 
could temporarily block the route to other users; however, this impact would only occur on an 
occasional basis and would be a minor inconvenience. 

Although the direct impacts to recreational users are expected to be minor, the development of 
the pow er g eneration p lant w ould c hange t he ex perience f rom t hat of a pr imitive dr iving 
experience to the experience of driving around a commercially developed urban area. 

The Proposed Action is not expected to have adverse impacts on recreational resources within 
the proposed boundaries. This is because there are no s ubstantial uses of the project area for 
recreation, and t he r erouting o f the a ffected r outes o f t ravel ar ound t he pr oposed solar f arm 
boundaries is expected to cause only a minor inconvenience. 
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Regional Recreational Resources 
The geographic scope of the impact would not be limited to the proposed land area of the 
project, but could potentially include the entire Ivanpah Valley from which t he project site is 
visible.  Recreational visitors in Ivanpah Valley are attracted to the combination of desert 
scenery, c lose p roximity t o a m ajor popul ation c enter ( Las V egas), pr oximity t o tourist 
destinations (Primm casinos and Primm Valley Golf Course), proximity to organized recreational 
events (the Los Angeles, Barstow-to-Vegas Dual Sport Event and land sailing events), proximity 
to t he M ojave N ational Preserve and designated w ilderness ( Clark M ountain, S tateline, and 
Mesquite), and easy access by I-15.  The closest recreational facility would be the Primm Valley 
Golf Course, which is located approximately 0.5 miles to the south of the proposed facility. 

The proposed facility would have an indirect impact on recreational users in the region due to its 
diminishing of the quality of  the outdoor setting. The project would contribute, along with other 
projects, to transforming the Ivanpah Valley area from a mostly natural setting to a more 
developed setting. The sight of a l arge-scale solar power facility may attract some recreational 
users, so the impact would be beneficial to some users.  However, recreationists interested in 
the ou tdoor experience o f camping, hunt ing, a nd hi king w ould l ikely c onsider t he pr oposed 
facility to be detrimental to their experience. 

Recreationists to t he region pr imarily come t o experience one of  the ou tstanding r ecreational 
experiences in the Ivanpah region such as land sailing at Ivanpah Dry Lake, hiking and camping 
in nearby BLM wilderness, or rock climbing on Clark Mountain.  The project would have adverse 
impacts to recreational resources outside of the project boundaries as a result of diminishing the 
quality of the outdoor setting starting during construction, and continuing throughout operations 
and dec ommissioning. These adv erse i mpacts ar e not  c onsidered i ntense enoug h t o c ause 
visitation to dec rease because the r ecreationists are generally focused on a particular 
recreational experience, e.g. land sailing on Ivanpah Dry Lake, rock climbing on Clark Mountain, 
or hiking and camping in BLM wilderness. These experiences will continue to be provided. 

 

Potential Impacts to Ivanpah Dry Lake  
Recreational land sailing occurs on Ivanpah Dry Lake. This lakebed is a regionally and g lobally 
important l and sailing s ite where world speed r ecords ar e es tablished. The world r ecord was 
most recently es tablished on t he I vanpah D ry L ake i n M arch, 2009,  at  126.2 miles per  hour  
(mph). The proposed facility could have a direct impact on recreational use of Ivanpah Dry Lake 
for l and s ailing ev ents i f t he c onstruction or  ope ration o f the facility had  any  of  the following 
effects: 

• Modification of water flow and sedimentation rates onto the Dry Lake surface; 

• Introduction of foreign materials (garbage, debris, or hazardous materials) to t he D ry 
Lake surface; 

• Modification of wind characteristics; or 

• If the visual character of the facility were to present a distraction that could cause either 
a nuisance or a safety hazard to wind sailors. 

 

Modified Sedimentation Characteristics 
The Dry Lake surface is unique in not only being very flat, but also in having a hard surface that 
can support wheeled vehicles. The proposed facility is located on the active alluvial fan between 
the mountains to the west which are a s ource of stormwater runoff and sediment, and the Dry 
Lake surface to the east which is t he ul timate depos itional des tination of  the s tormwater flow 
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and s ediment.  Construction o f t he 2,143-acre facility would pot entially m odify t he ex isting 
hydrologic flow conditions that provide both water flow and sediment to the Dry Lake surface. 
Hydrologic flow m odification c ould c ause c hanges i n the D ry La ke s urface by  a v ariety o f 
methods, i ncluding p romoting er osion o f t he s urface, i ncreasing o r dec reasing c urrent 
sedimentation r ates t o the s urface, or  p roviding s ediment o f a di fferent grain s ize and 
composition.  To address this possibility, as well as to protect biological resources downstream 
of the facility, BLM has evaluated the effect of the proposed facility development on stormwater 
runoff and sedimentation in Section 4.19.  The analysis presented in that section concludes that 
the proposed facility would not  m odify s tormwater flow or  s edimentation c haracteristics 
downstream of the proposed facility.  However, that section also noted that this conclusion is 
based on c omputer modeling as sumptions t hat ar e app roximate, an d t hat there i s l ittle 
operational experience with developments of this magnitude in the Mojave Desert. To address 
this unc ertainty, m itigation m easure M M-Water-9 would s pecify s tormwater m onitoring an d 
response measures t o evaluate t he e ffect o f the pr oposed facility on dow nstream r unoff and  
sedimentation characteristics. 

 

Introduction of Foreign Materials 
In addition to modified stormwater and sediment, the proposed facility could affect the Dry Lake 
surface if garbage, hazardous materials, or debris were to be released from the project area and 
move downstream during storm events. Management of garbage and hazardous materials on 
the proposed solar farm property is addressed in Sections 4.11.  That section concluded that 
the proposed management and disposal procedures for these materials would be adequate to 
protect against their release. The potential for debris is related to the potential for stormwater 
events t o cause f lood dam age t o project s tructures including PV m odules, wiring, f encing, 
buildings, and stormwater management structures. The potential for these items to be damaged 
and transported during storm events was also evaluated in Section 4.19.  Similar to the analysis 
of sedimentation, that analysis concluded that the proposed stormwater management system, 
including the implementation of debris basins at the downgradient end of  the facility, would be 
adequate to avoid downstream transport of debris. In addition, mitigation measure MM-Water-9 
would require the appl icant t o monitor t he potential f or s tormwater damage to site s tructures, 
and would require a response should debris be transported downstream. 

 

Modification of Wind Characteristics 
Land sailing occurs throughout the year, with major racing events occurring in late March and 
other racing events occurring around Thanksgiving and at  o ther times during the year (Hatch 
2009).  Most of the dry lake bed, on both sides of the I-15, is used for land sailing.  In general, 
the most desirable wind speeds for land sailing are between 12 mph up to 30 mph; however, 
land sailing can occur during wind speeds down to 6 m ph, and w orld record runs will occur at 
higher wind speeds over 30 mph gusting to 40 mph.  Land sailing does not occur when the lake 
bed is wet, when wind speeds are too low, and when wind speeds are too high.  

The Proposed Action would be comprised of low-lying PV modules that are no more than six 
feet above ground surface in height.  The facility would also include 12 PV combining 
switchgear ( PVCS) units t hat ar e app roximately 8 f eet i n hei ght, a s ubstation, transmission 
lines, and an O&M Building.  The specific components of the project that could impact local wind 
patterns are as follows: 

• The PV modules would to some degree block wind flow through the site at low heights. 

• The larger central area buildings would cause localized wind turbulence. 
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• The p roject would cause a r eduction i n t he na tural heat ing o f the s oils and r educe 
temperature convection from the soils to the atmosphere (thermals). 

• There would be an increase in localized thermal effects at the PV modules. 

In general, any new structural components would increase drag and turbulence in the area and 
take some energy out of the winds, reducing their average velocity. The extent of this energy 
loss i s unk nown; how ever, m ost o f the t urbulence, or  dow nwash, from t he bui ldings and PV 
modules should dissipate within the distance from the site to the lake bed. 

The potential for the project to impact wind pat terns at  Ivanpah Dry Lake are expected to be 
limited to when winds cross the project site towards the lake bed (when the project is upwind of 
the lake bed). The proposed facility location is located within 750 f eet of the lake bed, and t he 
project site is very large so it can be upwind of some portion of the active land sailing area of the 
lake bed, using the extreme corners of the site border and l ake bed border, when winds have 
almost any westerly component to them.  Maximum effects from the facility would occur when 
winds appr oach the facility f rom t he nor thwest.  There i s no av ailable w ind r ose da ta for t he 
local area.  However, wind data for Las Vegas indicates that predominant wind directions are 
from the west from October to March, southwest in April and May, and south from June through 
September.  The proposed facility could potentially affect wind conditions on the Dry Lake Bed 
during the period from October through May, when the wind is predominantly from the west and 
southwest. H owever, dur ing these per iods, t he facility would onl y ha ve t he pot ential t o a ffect 
wind conditions in the portion of the Dry Lake Bed located to the northwest of I-15.  W hile 
individual land sailing does occur in that portion of the Dry Lake Bed, the large-scale organized 
events occur in the portion of the Dry Lake Bed to the southeast of I-15, where there is a larger 
amount of free space.  The proposed facility could only affect wind conditions in that location if 
winds were from the northwest, which is never a predominant wind direction in the area. 

Overall, t he project’s effect on ground level winds would be t o cause a s light overall average 
decrease i n ground l evel w ind s peeds and a s light i ncrease i n ground l evel wind t urbulence.  
However, g iven t hat t he f acility w ould be s ituated i n a l ocation t hat i s nev er pr edominantly 
upwind from the Dry Lake, and that thermal effects would not be expected, the facility would not 
cause an adverse impact to land sailing on Ivanpah Dry Lake. 

 

Visibility and Glare Impacts to Land Sailing 
The proposed facility would be visible to land sailors from the Dry Lake surface. Because of the 
unique nature of the wind resource on this Dry Lake Bed, it is unlikely that the visible presence 
of a nearby facility would create a nuisance such that wind sailors would stop using this location 
for their activity. 

In addition to this nuisance effect, the safety of land sailors could potentially be impacted if glare 
from t he P V m odules were t o be r eflected t owards t he D ry Lak e B ed.  The P V m odules 
proposed for the facility are black in color, and absorb more than 90 percent of the light received 
(First Solar 2011).  As such, they do not present the potential for glare from reflected sunlight. 

 

Construction 
The project would result in a temporary increase in population due t o the influx of construction 
workers.  As proposed, the project would require a peak construction workforce of up to 
approximately 600 workers ( First Solar 2011). Construction workers a re expected t o t ravel t o 
the site from various locations t hroughout southern C alifornia and the Las Vegas area. The 
number of construction workers expected to relocate to the surrounding area is not expected to 
be s ubstantial; how ever, any  w orkers t hat relocate to these a reas may us e t he regional 
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recreation areas in the vicinity of  the project site. The Stateline, Mesquite, and C lark Mountain 
Wilderness Areas; the Mojave National P reserve; and t he Ivanpah D ry Lake Bed are in the 
immediate vicinity of  the project site, which consist of  thousands of acres of  land available for 
the same recreation activities as the project site, including camping, hunting, and hiking.  OHV 
use is not allowed at every recreation site; however, it is allowed in the Jean Lake/Roach Lake 
Special Management Area located in Nevada, within f ive miles of  the proposed facility.  Given 
that there are several large recreation areas in the project vicinity, the limited addition of people 
to the area, and the short-term duration of construction, the potential temporary increase in use 
by pr oject pe rsonnel at  any one r ecreation ar ea i s not  ant icipated to be  at  s uch a l evel t hat 
would lead to the increased physical deterioration of the recreation resources.  

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Operation of the project would require a per manent staff of up to 10 individuals. I t is expected 
that some of these individuals may already reside in the area and operation of the project would 
not result in a substantial influx of people to the area. Therefore, given that there exists a wide 
variety of  recreational o pportunities i n t he pr oject v icinity, and t he l imited addi tion o f pr oject-
related oper ations and maintenance employees t o t he a rea, there would not  be a de tectable 
increase in use at any one r ecreational facility or area resulting in the physical deterioration of 
existing recreational resources. However, the Proposed Action would alter the existing character 
of the proposed facility site and, therefore, may affect on-site and surrounding recreational uses 
of the site as a result of the altered viewshed. 

 

Decommissioning 
The decommissioning of the project would be similar to the c onstruction ac tivities described 
earlier, and would include demolition and removal of above-ground and subsurface facilities and 
site contouring and r estoration.  H owever, t he dur ation o f decommissioning would be s horter 
than the duration of construction.  These activities would cause temporary, indirect disturbance 
to users of the recreation areas similar to those described under “Construction” above.  
However, af ter t he P roposed A ction has  been  dec ommissioned, us ers w ould e xperience a  
beneficial impact, as the site would return to its undeveloped state.  Roads that would be used 
by t he publ ic w ould n ot be reclaimed a nd would r emain open  t o v ehicular us e. While 
reclamation would result in removing the attraction for those users who enjoyed the sight of the 
facility, it would restore the desert experience for those users who prefer to visit a more natural 
setting. Once the reclamation effort is complete, the lands would become available for the same 
types of  di spersed r ecreational us e as  were a vailable pr ior t o c onstruction. T he v iewscape 
would return to a more natural setting, although recovery of the site with native vegetation would 
likely take many years.  

 
Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
Modification of the boundary of the existing Ivanpah DWMA would not have an adverse impact 
on recreation resources in the area.  The DWMA and surrounding area would remain available 
for their c urrent r ecreational ac tivities i ncluding l and s ailing, hi king, camping, and o ther 
activities.  I n addi tion, the ex pansion of  the b oundaries o f t he D WMA t o enc ompass an  
additional 23,254 acres would remove that area from future development for renewable energy 
and ot her us es, ens uring t hat i t w ould r emain av ailable f or i ts c urrent r ecreational us es.  
Recreational activities within the additional DWMA acreage would be s ubject to restrictions, as 
discussed in the NEMO plan amendments (BLM 2002).  This would include restricting stopping, 
parking, and c amping t o di sturbed ar eas w ithin 100 f eet o f t he c enterline of  open r outes.  
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Overall, t he m odification of  the D WMA boun dary would c onstitute a benef icial i mpact to 
recreational resources. 

 

4.12.3.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Rec-1 
Construction  
The temporary disruption to the project site as a result of construction could increase the use of 
regional r ecreation facilities s uch that t he phy sical det erioration o f t he facilities m ay oc cur.  
However, t he phy sical deterioration o f r ecreational r esources w ould b e l ess t han s ignificant 
given the limited addition of people to the area, the short-term duration of construction, and the 
numerous recreation opportunities in the project vicinity. 

 

Operation and Maintenance  
During the operation period of the proposed facility, the project site would not be available for 
recreational us es. However, g iven t he l arge s cale of  r ecreational r esources av ailable in t he 
region, i mpacts w ould be l ess t han s ignificant.  In addi tion, oper ation of  t he pr oject w ould 
require a permanent staff of up to 10 individuals. This minimal increase in potential long-term 
recreation users would not substantially contribute to the physical deterioration of regional 
recreational opportunities. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant.  

 

Decommissioning  
The temporary di sruption t o t he pr oject s ite as  a r esult o f dec ommissioning ac tivities c ould 
increase t he us e o f r egional r ecreation facilities s uch t hat t he phy sical det erioration o f the 
facilities may occur. However, the physical deterioration of recreational resources would be less 
than s ignificant given t he l imited addi tion of  peopl e t o t he ar ea, t he s hort-term dur ation o f 
decommissioning activities, and the numerous recreation opportunities in the project vicinity.  

 

4.12.4 Alternative 2: 2,385 Ac Alternative 
4.12.4.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 2 i s conceptually s imilar t o t he Proposed Action (Alternative 1) , but  would cover a 
slightly di fferent l and ar ea c omprising 2 ,385 ac res in a bi furcated footprint, resulting i n t he 
facility being situated differently with respect to local recreational resources.  The proximity of 
the facility t o t he D ry L ake B ed i s c loser under  A lternative 2 t han t he P roposed A ction. The 
facility would be directly adjacent under Alternative 2 and approximately 750 feet away under 
the Proposed Action.  Being closer, it is possible that impacts to recreational users of the Dry 
Lake Bed, including potential modification of wind patterns, could be greater under Alternative 2 
than the Proposed Action. 

The onsite recreational uses that would be eliminated by the fencing and removal of the facility 
under Alternative 2 would be the same as those eliminated under Alternative 1, but in a different 
area.  Like the Proposed Action, routes that are currently designated as open would be c losed, 
and re-routed around the facility.  The Alternative 2 project area includes two routes of travel 
designated by  B LM a s open r outes.  T hese r outes i nclude r oute 699198 ( 1.6 m iles 
encompassed by the Alternative 2 project area) 699238 (1.3 miles).  A total o f 2.9 miles o f 
existing open r outes w ould be i mpacted unde r A lternative 2.   The d istance bet ween t he 
Stateline Wilderness Area would be greater under Alternative 2 (approximately 6,500 feet) than 
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under the Proposed Action (approximately 3,500 feet), resulting in a reduced impact on persons 
camping or hiking in the Wilderness Area. 

The primary difference between Alternatives 1 and 2,  with respect to recreational resources is 
that Alternative 2 would include project facilities on both the north and south sides of the Primm 
Valley Golf Course, instead of only on the north side in the Proposed Action.  The portion of the 
proposed solar facility to the south of the golf course would directly abut the course, and would 
also be located adjacent to the primary entrance road to the golf course.  As a result, Alternative 
2 could have a more direct and adverse impact on the recreational experience for golfers using 
the course. 

 

Construction 
Employment as sociated w ith c onstruction o f A lternative 2 w ould be t he s ame as  under  the 
Proposed Action.  Therefore, potential impacts to recreational resources would be the same as 
described under “Construction” for Alternative 1. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Employment associated with operations of Alternative 2 would be the same as under the 
Proposed Action.  Therefore, potential impacts to recreational resources would be the same as 
described under “Operation and Maintenance” for Alternative 1. 

 

Decommissioning 
Employment associated with decommissioning of Alternative 2 would be the same as under the 
Proposed Action.  Therefore, potential impacts to recreational resources would be the same as 
described under “Decommissioning” for Alternative 1. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 

The modification o f t he boundar y o f t he Ivanpah D WMA w ould be approximately the s ame 
under A lternative 2 as  Alternative 1.   Modification of  the boundar y o f the ex isting I vanpah 
DWMA would not have an adverse impact on recreation resources in the area.  The DWMA and 
surrounding a rea would r emain available f or t heir current r ecreational ac tivities i ncluding l and 
sailing, hiking, camping, and other activities.  In addition, the expansion of the boundaries of the 
DWMA to encompass an additional 23,012 acres under Alternative 2 would remove that area 
from future development f or r enewable ener gy and ot her uses, ensuring t hat i t would r emain 
available f or i ts current recreational uses.  Recreational ac tivities within the addi tional DWMA 
acreage would be s ubject t o r estrictions, as  di scussed i n t he NEMO plan am endments (BLM 
2002).  This would include restricting stopping, parking, and camping to disturbed areas within 
100 feet of the centerline of open routes.  O verall, the modification of the DWMA boundary 
would constitute a beneficial impact to recreational resources. 

 

4.12.4.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
The CEQA significance determinations of recreation impacts for Alternative 2 would be identical 
to Alternative 1. 
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4.12.5 Alternative 3: 2,151 Ac Alternative 
4.12.5.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 3 is conceptually s imilar t o t he Proposed Action (Alternative 1) , but  would cover a 
slightly di fferent l and ar ea c omprising 2, 151 a cres, r esulting i n t he facility bei ng s ituated 
differently with respect to local recreational resources.  The proximity of the facility to the Dry 
Lake Bed is closer under Alternative 3 t han the Proposed Action. The facility would be di rectly 
adjacent unde r A lternative 3  and appr oximately 750 f eet aw ay under  t he P roposed A ction.  
Being c loser, i t i s pos sible t hat i mpacts to r ecreational us ers o f t he D ry Lak e B ed, i ncluding 
potential modification of wind patterns, could be greater under Alternative 3 t han the Proposed 
Action. 

The onsite recreational uses that would be eliminated by the fencing and removal of the facility 
under Alternative 3 would be the same as those eliminated under Alternative 1, but in a different 
area.  Like the Proposed Action, routes that are currently designated as open would be c losed, 
and re-routed around the facility.  The Alternative 3 project area includes 3 routes of travel 
designated by  B LM a s open r outes.  T hese r outes i nclude r oute 699226 ( 1.9 m iles 
encompassed by Alternative 3), 699198 (2.0 miles), and 699238 (1.3 miles).  A total of 5.2 miles 
of ex isting open routes w ould be i mpacted un der A lternative 3.   The distance be tween t he 
Stateline Wilderness A rea and t he P rimm V alley G olf C ourse w ould be t he s ame u nder 
Alternative 3 as under the Proposed Action. 

 

Construction 
Employment as sociated w ith construction o f A lternative 3 w ould be t he s ame as  under  the 
Proposed Action.  Therefore, potential impacts to recreational resources would be the same as 
described under “Construction” for Alternative 1. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Employment associated with operations of Alternative 3 would be the same as under the 
Proposed Action.  Therefore, potential impacts to recreational resources would be the same as 
described under “Operation and Maintenance” for Alternative 1. 

 

Decommissioning 
Employment associated with decommissioning of Alternative 3 would be the same as under the 
Proposed Action.  Therefore, potential impacts to recreational resources would be the same as 
described under “Decommissioning” for Alternative 1. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 

The modification o f t he boundar y o f t he Ivanpah D WMA w ould be approximately the s ame 
under A lternative 3 as Alternative 1.   Modification of  the boundar y o f the ex isting I vanpah 
DWMA would not have an adverse impact on recreation resources in the area.  The DWMA and 
surrounding a rea would r emain available f or t heir current r ecreational ac tivities i ncluding l and 
sailing, hiking, camping, and other activities.  In addition, the expansion of the boundaries of the 
DWMA to encompass an additional 23,246 acres under Alternative 3 would remove that area 
from future development f or r enewable ener gy and ot her uses, ensuring t hat i t would r emain 
available f or i ts current recreational uses.  Recreational ac tivities within the addi tional DWMA 
acreage would be s ubject t o r estrictions, as  di scussed i n t he NEMO plan am endments (BLM 
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2002).  This would include restricting stopping, parking, and camping to disturbed areas within 
100 feet of the centerline of open routes.  O verall, the modification of the DWMA boundary 
would constitute a beneficial impact to recreational resources. 

 

4.12.5.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
The CEQA significance determinations of recreation impacts for Alternative 3 would be identical 
to Alternative 1. 

 

4.12.6 Alternative 4: Reduced Acreage Alternative 
4.12.6.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 4 is conceptually similar to the Proposed Action (Alternative 1), but would be placed 
within a di fferent l and area w hich c omprises 1,766 ac res.  The l and ar ea a ssociated w ith 
Alternative 4 would be the same as the northern portion of the bifurcated footprint of Alternative 
2.  The pr oximity of  the f acility t o t he D ry Lak e B ed i s c loser under  Alternative 4 t han t he 
Proposed Action. The facility would be di rectly adjacent under Alternative 4 and appr oximately 
750 f eet aw ay under  t he P roposed Action.  Being c loser, it is po ssible t hat i mpacts to 
recreational users of the Dry Lake Bed, including potential modification of wind patterns, could 
be greater under Alternative 4 than the Proposed Action. 

The onsite recreational uses that would be eliminated by the fencing and removal of the facility 
under Alternative 4 would be the same as those eliminated under Alternative 1, but in a different 
area.  Like the Proposed Action, routes that are currently designated as open would be c losed, 
and re-routed around the facility.  The Alternative 4 project area includes two routes of travel 
designated by  B LM a s open r outes.  T hese r outes i nclude r oute 699198 ( 1.6 m iles 
encompassed by the Alternative 4 project area) and 699238 (1.3 miles).  A total of 2.9 miles of 
existing open r outes w ould be i mpacted unde r A lternative 4.   The d istance bet ween t he 
Stateline Wilderness Area would be greater under Alternative 4 (approximately 6,500 feet) than 
under the Proposed Action (approximately 3,500 feet), resulting in a reduced impact on persons 
camping or hiking in the Wilderness Area. 

 

Construction 
Employment as sociated w ith c onstruction o f A lternative 4 w ould be t he s ame as  under  the 
Proposed Action.  Therefore, potential impacts to recreational resources would be the same as 
described under “Construction” for Alternative 1. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Employment associated with operations of Alternative 4 would be the same as under the 
Proposed Action.  Therefore, potential impacts to recreational resources would be the same as 
described under “Operation and Maintenance” for Alternative 1. 

 

Decommissioning 
Employment associated with decommissioning of Alternative 4 would be the same as under the 
Proposed Action.  Therefore, potential impacts to recreational resources would be the same as 
described under “Decommissioning” for Alternative 1. 
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Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 

The modification o f t he boundar y o f t he Ivanpah D WMA w ould be approximately the s ame 
under A lternative 4 as A lternative 1.   Modification of  the boundar y o f the ex isting I vanpah 
DWMA would not have an adverse impact on recreation resources in the area.  The DWMA and 
surrounding a rea would r emain available f or t heir current r ecreational ac tivities i ncluding l and 
sailing, hiking, camping, and other activities.  In addition, the expansion of the boundaries of the 
DWMA to encompass an additional 23,631 acres under Alternative 4 would remove that area 
from future development f or r enewable ener gy and ot her uses, ensuring t hat i t would r emain 
available f or i ts current recreational uses.  Recreational ac tivities within the addi tional DWMA 
acreage would be s ubject t o r estrictions, as  di scussed i n t he NEMO plan am endments (BLM 
2002).  This would include restricting stopping, parking, and camping to disturbed areas within 
100 feet of the centerline of open routes.  O verall, the modification of the DWMA boundary 
would constitute a beneficial impact to recreational resources. 

 

4.12.6.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
The CEQA significance determinations of recreation impacts for Alternative 4 would be identical 
to A lternative 1.  Alternative 4 would not  r esult i n a s ubstantial l essening o f any  s ignificant 
environmental impacts. 

 

4.12.7 Alternative 5: No Action Alternative 
4.12.7.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under t his al ternative, t he B LM would not  appr ove t he pr oposed solar f acility and would not  
amend the CDCA Plan. As a result, no solar energy project would be constructed, and the BLM 
would c ontinue t o m anage t he s ite c onsistent with t he ex isting l and u se designation i n t he 
CDCA P lan. Because there would be no  amendment t o the CDCA P lan and no solar project 
approved for the site under this alternative, no new structures or facilities would be constructed 
or operated on the site and no ne w ground disturbance would occur.  As a r esult, none o f the 
impacts on recreational resources from construction or operation of the project would occur. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 

The boundaries of the existing Ivanpah DWMA would not be modified under the No Action 
Alternative.  Land us es associated with the Ivanpah DWMA would continue as they are today, 
but the beneficial impacts that would result from these actions would not occur.  The No Action 
Alternative would not have any adverse impact on recreational resources, but it also would not 
have any of the beneficial impacts associated with limiting future land uses. 

 

4.12.7.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
There would be no impacts to recreational resources under Alternative 5. 

 

4.12.8 Alternative 6: No Project, Exclude Solar Alternative 
4.12.8.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 6 w ould i nclude a finding by  B LM t hat the s ite i s no t s uitable for s olar ene rgy 
development, and no pr oject would be approved. As a result, no solar energy project would be 
constructed on the s ite, and the B LM w ould c ontinue t o m anage t he s ite c onsistent w ith t he 
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existing land use designation in the CDCA Plan.  It is expected that the site would remain in its 
existing condition unless another use is designated in this amendment.  As a r esult, access to 
the site would not change and recreation activities would continue without any disruptions from 
construction of solar energy facilities.   

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 

The boundaries of the existing Ivanpah DWMA would not be modified under Alternative 6, so 
the bene ficial i mpact o f t hat a ction to r ecreational r esources w ould no t oc cur.  Land us es 
associated w ith t he I vanpah DWMA would continue as  t hey ar e t oday. This action would not  
have any effect on recreational resources. 

 

4.12.8.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
There would be no impacts to recreational resources under Alternative 6. 

 

4.12.9 Alternative 7: No Project, Approve Solar Alternative 
4.12.9.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 7 w ould i nclude a finding by  B LM t hat the s ite i s no t s uitable for s olar ene rgy 
development, and none of the action alternatives would be approved.  The Stateline Solar Farm 
Project would not be constructed on the project site and the project site would remain vacant in 
the near-term.  I t is possible that another solar energy project could be constructed on the site.  
If this were to occur, it is likely that construction and operation impacts to recreational resources 
would be similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Action. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 

The boundaries of the existing Ivanpah DWMA would not be modified under Alternative 7, so 
the bene ficial impact o f that ac tion would not  occur.  Land us es associated w ith t he I vanpah 
DWMA w ould c ontinue as t hey ar e t oday.  I f a s olar or  ot her r enewable ener gy f acility i s 
proposed on the site in the future, the impact on recreational resources would be considered in 
a project-specific environmental analysis that would occur at that time. 

 

4.12.9.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
There would be no impacts to recreational resources under Alternative 7. 

 

4.12.10 Cumulative Impacts 
4.12.10.1 Geographic Extent/Context 
Construction of the Proposed Action would have effects on the existing recreation activities on 
the project site and surrounding recreation areas discussed in Section 4.12.3.1.  The 
geographic extent of analysis are the boundaries of the proposed facility, as well as locations 
within adjacent and local recreational areas from which the proposed facility would be visible, 
including P rimm V alley G olf C ourse; P rimm Resorts; the S tateline, M esquite, and C lark 
Mountain Wilderness A reas; the M ojave N ational P reserve; and I vanpah D ry Lak e.  This 
analysis includes the renewable energy projects within the Ivanpah Valley area which may incur 
similar impacts to the local recreational resources as the proposed Stateline Solar Farm facility. 
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4.12.10.2 Existing Cumulative Conditions 
Past and p resent projects occurring in the v icinity of  the proposed facility include recreational 
activities; m ining; solar development; ut ility c orridors us ed for t ransmission o f el ectric pow er, 
natural gas, petroleum products and communications; transportation infrastructure (highway and 
railroad, both existing and proposed); and grazing. 

Regionally, there have been both positive and neg ative impacts to recreational resources as a 
result o f dev elopment p rojects w ithin I vanpah V alley. I mprovement o f hi ghway ac cess t o t he 
Valley, through the construction of I-15, provided direct vehicular access to open desert scenery 
for r esidents t hroughout s outhern C alifornia and Las  V egas. This i ncreased ac cess c ertainly 
improved the recreational experience for some users by making the area more accessible, and 
detracted from t he recreational ex perience f or ot her us ers w ho pr eferred r emote c amping, 
hiking, and hun ting away f rom populated areas. Some industrial and commercial development 
projects, including the Proposed Action, would remove some lands from potential recreational 
use, and would provide an impact on the viewscape that would diminish the recreational 
experience t o s ome deg ree. O ther dev elopment pr ojects, i ncluding t he P rimm c asinos and  
Primm V alley G olf C ourse, hav e been s uccessful i n dr awing peopl e t o the ar ea for di fferent 
recreational activities. 

Overall, t he impact to r ecreationists from these projects i s subjective, because some m ay be 
drawn to the development, while others would seek to avoid it.  Recreational use of the Primm 
Casinos and Primm Valley Golf Course is likely to be unaffected, or possibly increase, due to 
increased eas e o f ac cess and dev elopment o f ot her s imilar at tractions.  C onversely, visitors 
looking to enjoy quality hiking, camping, and other outdoor activities in the surrounding area will 
be impacted by the diminished natural setting during their drive to those locations, but will be 
able to continue to enjoy those opportunities recognizing a degraded visual background in some 
settings. 

 

4.12.10.3 Reasonably Foreseeable Projects 
Table 4. 1-1 pr ovides a l ist of  c urrent and r easonably f oreseeable projects, i ncluding ot her 
proposed or  appr oved r enewable ener gy pr ojects, v arious B LM aut horized ac tions/activities, 
proposed or approved projects within the County’s jurisdiction, and ot her actions/activities that 
the agencies consider reasonably foreseeable.  Table 4.1-2 summarizes the cumulative projects 
that would have the potential t o combine with the Proposed Action and result i n cumulative 
impacts to recreational resources.  M ost of  these projects have either undergone independent 
environmental review pursuant to NEPA and/or CEQA, or will do s o prior to approval.  E ven if 
environmental r eview has  not  been completed for t he cumulative pr ojects des cribed i n T able 
4.1-2, their effects were considered in the cumulative impacts analysis in the draft EIS/EIR. 

Projects currently under construction in the vicinity of  the proposed facility include the Ivanpah 
SEGS s olar f acility ( 3,471 ac res), t he E ITP, M ountain P ass Lat eral nat ural g as pi peline, and 
expansion of the Molycorp Minerals, LLC rare earths mine.  Proposed projects in the vicinity of 
the pr oposed facility t hat would ha ve pot entially ad verse i mpacts t o recreation include t he 
Ivanpah S EGS s olar facility, t he E lTP, ex pansion o f M olycorp M ine, t he S outhern N evada 
Supplemental Airport, Desert Xpress high speed passenger rail line, Silver State Phase 2 solar 
facility, and the Calnev Pipeline Expansion Project. 
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4.12.10.4 Cumulative Impacts associated with Proposed Action 
Construction 
The proposed developments near the project site that would have the potential to induce 
cumulative impacts to recreational resources include thousands of acres of renewable energy 
generation projects that would have remove lands from their current availability for recreation.     

Recreational use of Ivanpah Dry Lake for land sailing and related events may be impacted if the 
unique character o f the Dry Lak e surface i s modified through a c hange i n sedimentation and 
erosion, through introduction of foreign materials, or through a c umulative modification of wind 
characteristics.  With r espect to c hanges i n sedimentation a nd er osion and i ntroduction of 
foreign m aterials, t he projects that c ould contribute to create a cumulative impact ar e those 
located upgr adient of the D ry Lak e, i ncluding t he pr oposed facility and t he I vanpah S EGS 
facility.  As discussed for both potential impacts for the Proposed Action, mitigation measures 
developed for water resources would ensure that no impacts occur as a result of the Proposed 
Action.  S imilar m itigation m easures w ere r equired, and hav e been i mplemented, for t he 
Ivanpah SEGS facility.  Therefore, neither facility would contribute sediment or foreign materials 
to the Dry Lake Bed, and cumulative impacts would not occur. 

The combined projects in Table 4.1-2 would eliminate recreation within 25,632 to 26,141 acres 
in t he I vanpah Valley ar ea.  If C lark County were to restrict access to the 17,000-acre Noise 
Compatibility A rea, cumulative r ecreation l ands a ffected w ould t otal appr oximately 43, 000 
acres.  The cumulative loss of r ecreation opportunities likely would place pressure on ot her 
Mojave Desert lands that are not  subject t o development.  Displaced recreational users l ikely 
would t urn t o l ands t hat currently ar e not  used for recreation pur poses.  As currently unused 
lands become used more, they would degrade accordingly.  Under such circumstances, direct 
and indirect adverse cumulative impacts to recreation would occur. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
It i s expected that al l o f t he cumulative projects described above would be oper ational at  t he 
same time as the Proposed Action.  As a result, there may be long-term impacts during 
operation of those cumulative projects related to recreational resources. 

The P roposed A ction would c ontribute t o t hese possible long-term oper ational cumulative 
impacts since m ore than 25, 000 ac res of l and ar e p roposed for solar ener gy and ot her 
developments in t he I vanpah Valley area.  The conversion of  these lands would permanently 
preclude numerous existing land uses including recreation, wilderness, rangeland, and open 
space.  Because the Proposed Action would preclude recreational land use on the 2,143 acre 
project footprint, ope ration o f t he P roposed A ction w ould c ontribute, i ncrementally, t o t his 
reduction in land available for recreation. 

 

Decommissioning 
The decommissioning of the Proposed Action is expected to result in adverse impacts similar to 
those identified f or construction.  D isruptions f rom t he dec ommissioning ac tivities as sociated 
with other renewable energy and other projects would have the potential to combine with those 
of t he P roposed A ction, w hich c ould r esult i n an adv erse c umulative i mpact t o recreational 
resources.  H owever, t he P roposed A ction’s c ontribution t o c umulative impacts t o recreation 
during dec ommissioning w ould be t emporary.  Fol lowing dec ommissioning, the l and ar ea 
associated w ith t he P roposed A ction w ould bec ome av ailable f or recreation, and adv erse 
impacts would cease. 
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Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 

Modification of the boundary of the existing Ivanpah DWMA would have an effect on future land 
uses that are authorized within the newly added portion of the DWMA.  The land use restrictions 
that are currently applied to the 37,280 acre Ivanpah DWMA, which are discussed as part of the 
evaluation of  t he P roposed A ction, w ould be e xtended t o c over an ad ditional 23, 363 ac res 
within the Northern Ivanpah Valley Unit.  These land use restrictions include some restrictions 
on recreational uses, including use of washes as routes and approved locations for stopping, 
parking, and c amping.  G iven that recreational uses have also been r estricted in t he area by 
other similar management actions and development of solar facilities, these actions could 
potentially c ontribute to an adverse cumulative effect to some recreational users.  H owever, 
extending t he D WMA to c over an addi tional 23, 254 acres would pl ace l imitations on future 
development t hat w ould g enerate s urface di sturbance i n t hat ar ea, t hus al lowing t he ar ea t o 
remain open t o r ecreational us es.  I n t his m anner, t he modification o f t he boundar y of  t he 
DWMA would contribute beneficially t o t he preservation o f open space for recreational use in 
the area. 

 

4.12.10.5 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Rec-1 
The Proposed Action is not expected to increase the use of regional recreation facilities such 
that the physical deterioration of the facilities may occur.  T he physical deterioration of 
recreational resources would be less than significant given the limited addition of people to the 
area during c onstruction, ope rations and  maintenance, and  dec ommissioning, and the 
numerous r ecreational opportunities i n t he p roject v icinity.  Therefore, t he P roposed A ction 
would not contribute incrementally to a cumulative impact to recreational resources. 

 

4.12.10.6 Alternatives 
Alternative 2: 2,385 Ac Alternative 
The impacts to recreational resources associated with Alternative 2 would be approximately the 
same as  t hose as sociated w ith t he P roposed A ction.  T herefore, t he c umulative i mpacts 
associated w ith A lternative 2 would be t he same as  those described above f or the P roposed 
Action. 

 

Alternative 3: 2,151 Ac Alternative 
The impacts to recreational resources associated with Alternative 3 would be approximately the 
same as  t hose as sociated w ith t he P roposed A ction.  T herefore, t he c umulative i mpacts 
associated w ith A lternative 3 w ould be t he same as  those described above f or the P roposed 
Action. 

 

Alternative 4: Reduced Acreage Alternative 
The impacts to recreational resources associated with Alternative 4 would be approximately the 
same as  t hose as sociated w ith t he P roposed A ction.  T herefore, t he c umulative i mpacts 
associated w ith A lternative 4 w ould be t he same as  those described above f or the P roposed 
Action. 
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Alternative 5: No Action Alternative 
Alternative 5, the No Action Alternative, would not contribute to any of the potentially adverse 
impacts to recreational resources as the action alternatives.  However, it would also not result in 
the beneficial impacts to recreation that would be associated with the modification of the 
boundary of  the Ivanpah DWMA.  The No Action Alternative would al low recreational activities 
to occur on t he pr oject site, and i n t he g eneral ar ea, as  t hey do t oday.  I n addi tion, i t would 
continue the current situation of allowing BLM to consider other land uses, including land uses 
that could preclude recreation (such as additional development of solar power facilities), on the 
project site and in the Northern Ivanpah Valley Unit. 

 

Alternative 6: No Project, Exclude Solar Alternative 
By denying the solar energy appl ication, Alternative 6 would al low existing recreational l and 
uses t o c ontinue on t he pr oject s ite as  t hey ar e t oday.  T herefore, this al ternative would not  
contribute to impacts associated with the removal of the 2,143 acre Proposed Action footprint 
from recreational land use.  In addition, by excluding the proposed facility area from future solar 
development, which would preclude recreational use, A lternative 6 would provide a benef icial 
contribution to the amount of land area available for recreational use. 

 

Alternative 7: No Project, Approve Solar Alternative 
By denying the solar energy application, Alternative 7 would allow existing recreational land 
uses to continue on the pr oject site as they are today.  In addi tion, Alternative 7 would not 
include any management actions that restrict future recreational use of the site.  Although this 
would be beneficial in not restricting recreational uses, it could allow land uses, such as 
renewable energy development, that would preclude recreational use in the future. 

 

4.12.11 Mitigation Measures 
Impacts to r ecreational r esources would be r educed by  i mplementation of  the f ollowing 
mitigation measure. 

 

MM-Rec-1: Maintenance of  Access t o O pen R outes. The appl icant s hall al low and  be 
required t o a fford publ ic ac cess t o the r outes for which B LM g rants a r ight o f way, as  not ed 
above.  By allowing public access to the routes that are redirected around the project perimeter, 
the current level of public access to recreational areas would be maintained. 

 

4.12.12 Residual Impacts After Mitigation 
With i mplementation o f mitigation measure M M-Rec-1, the P roposed A ction w ould hav e no  
unavoidable adverse impacts related to recreational resources. 
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4.13 Social and Economic Issues 
4.13.1 Methodology for Analysis 
Based on the scope of the Proposed Action and alternatives, and the affected environment 
where the proposed project w ould be located, the following potential impacts on s ocial and  
economic issues have been identified for evaluation: 

• Change to the current and projected population level of the study area or function as an 
inducement to population growth; 

• Change in expenditures for goods and services and i nfrastructure spending w ithin t he 
study area; 

• Short-term o r l ong-term i mpacts on e mployment by  i ncreasing or  dec reasing t he 
employment and income levels within the study area; 

• Displacement o f r esidences w ithin t he c ommunity or  pl ace increased dem ands on  
permanent and temporary housing resources that could not be absorbed by the existing 
housing stock (i.e., create excess demand conditions); 

• Strain on existing local government public service capacities such that the level of 
service standards are not met; or 

• Long-term impacts on local tax revenues and sources of funding. 

 
4.13.2 CEQA Significance Criteria 
The following criteria were used to determine the significance of impacts under CEQA: 

• Soc-1: Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by 
proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of 
roads or other infrastructure); 

• Soc-2: Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, or necessitate the construction 
of replacement housing elsewhere; or 

• Soc-3: D isplace s ubstantial num bers o f peopl e, nec essitating t he c onstruction o f 
replacement housing elsewhere. 

 

For t he P roposed P roject and al ternatives, t he c riteria num bered S oc-2 and S oc-3 w ere 
determine to not be appl icable, as there are no es tablished communities on or adjacent to the 
project site, and the Proposed Project and alternatives would not displace existing housing or 
people.  Therefore, these criteria are not addressed further in the impact analysis presented in 
this section. 

It should be no ted that under CEQA social and e conomic effects in and o f themselves are not 
considered significant effects on the environment. 

 

4.13.3 Alternative 1: Proposed Action 
4.13.3.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
This section addresses potential direct and indirect impacts to population, income, employment, 
and hous ing r esulting from t he pr oposed pr oject’s c onstruction, oper ations and m aintenance, 
and decommissioning associated with Alternative 1:  Proposed Action. 
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Construction 
Construction o f t he proposed project would occur in two phases: 1)  construction mobilization, 
and 2)  c onstruction and  i nstallation o f t he pr oject c omponents ( solar m odules, el ectrical, and  
gen-tie line).  The construction process would take approximately 2 to 4 years with an average 
on-site workforce of approximately 400 employees; the construction employment would peak at 
about 600 employees.  

 

Changes to Local Employment or Labor Force 
The majority o f t he workforce would commute to the worksite from nearby population centers 
within San Bernardino County, California and Clark County, Nevada.  Research shows that 
construction w orkers w ould c ommute as  much as  t wo hour s eac h di rection f rom t heir 
communities rather than relocate (EPRI 1982).  The proposed project is located near the I-15 
which pr ovides g ood access from communities in San Bernardino, California and Las  Vegas, 
Nevada, appr oximately 50 m iles f rom the pr oject s ite.  S ince t he pr oject s ite i s l ocated i n a 
relatively rural area and within a one-hour drive from population centers, it is not anticipated that 
workers would relocate to the project vicinity.   

Table 3 .13.4 i ndicates a  t otal o f app roximately 117, 000 c onstruction w orkers av ailable i n t he 
combined S an B ernardino C ounty, C alifornia and C lark C ounty, N evada w orkforce.  T he 
proposed project would require 600 construction workers at construction peak, which represents 
less than 1 percent of the total construction workforce.  Since less than 1 percent of the total 
construction workforce would be r equired and m inimal in-migration is expected, impacts to the 
local employment or labor force are not anticipated. 

 

Changes in Revenue 
Local businesses in nearby communities such as Baker, California and Primm, Nevada would 
benefit f rom construction worker employment through increased sales tax revenues.  Workers 
spending their wages on services such as gas, food, and beverages would provide an economic 
benefit t o t he l ocal ec onomy.  A  f ew em ployees w ould r equire t emporary l odging; t herefore, 
local hotels in the immediate vicinity of the project site would realize a benefit in increased 
revenues, w hich i n t urn w ould a lso i ncrease s ales t ax r evenue.  A dditionally, t he pr oposed 
project would increase s ales t axes l ocally and regionally t hrough the p urchase o f goods and  
services r elated t o p roject c onstruction.  A  be neficial i mpact t o l ocal r evenues i n near by 
communities is expected during construction of the proposed project. 

There ar e no ex isting businesses located w ithin the pr oposed project site; therefore, no 
business w ould ha ve t o be r emoved or  r elocated.  N o i mpacts a re ex pected r esulting from 
displacement of existing business and loss of local business revenue. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
During operations and maintenance, seven to ten fulltime workers (management, engineering, 
skilled w orks, adm inistrative s taff) ar e ex pected t o be e mployed at  t he pr oject s ite.  The 
following di scusses t he pot ential i mpacts to s ocial and ec onomic i ssues r esulting from t he 
proposed project operations. 

 
Changes to Local Employment or Labor Force 
Research shows that operational workers would commute as much as one hour to the project 
site rather than relocate (EPRI 1982).  Since population centers (e.g. Las Vegas, Nevada and 
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surrounding rural communities in San Bernardino County) are located within a one-hour drive 
from t he pr oposed p roject s ite, per manent i n-migration i s not  ex pected.  N o i mpacts t o l ocal 
employment or labor force are expected during operations of the Proposed Action. 

 

Changes in Revenue 
Over the 30-year operational life of the proposed project, it is estimated that approximately $80 
million dol lars i n s ales t ax and appr oximately $ 20 m illion in pr operty t axes ar e ex pected t o 
benefit local and country-wide tax revenues.  Sales tax revenue would provide economic benefit 
for the two key taxing agencies within the project area, San Bernardino County, California and 
Clark County, Nevada.  The actual amount of property tax revenues in any particular year would 
depend on annual valuation assessments by applicable authorizes and their respective revenue 
requirement and resulting tax levies. 

 

Decommissioning 
As di scussed i n S ection 2. 1.3.4 D ecommissioning, t he p roposed pr oject w ould be 
decommissioned and p roject facilities w ould be  r emoved following a 30 -year p roject lifetime.  
The project area would be reclaimed and restored according to applicable regulations and the 
applicant-prepared Decommissioning Plan.  Beneficial economic operational benefits including 
worker payroll and project expenditures would no longer be generated in the local economy.   

Personnel would be required for decommissioning activities and would likely commute from San 
Bernardino County, California and Clark County, Nevada.  Temporary beneficial impacts from 
purchase o f goods and  s ervices (e.g. food, fuel, and l odging ac commodations) w ould be 
expected during decommissioning. 

Tax r eceipts i n t he c ounty would be r educed ov er t he l ife o f the pr oject bec ause o f facility 
depreciation and p roject dec ommissioning would r esult i n a  dec rease o f t he tax bas e i n S an 
Bernardino C ounty.  This c hange would r epresent an adv erse i mpact t o t ax r evenues dur ing 
project decommissioning. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
Modifying t he boundar y o f t he ex isting I vanpah DWMA would not  af fect social and ec onomic 
issues.  Changes to employment and revenue are not anticipated to occur. 

 

4.13.3.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Significance conclusions for the impacts identified for each phase of the project (Construction, 
Operation and M aintenance, D ecommissioning) ar e pr esented bel ow based on t he C EQA 
Significance Criteria.  S ignificance criterion Soc-1 was determined to be r elevant to the project 
and is addressed below: 

 

Soc-1 

Construction 
The proposed project is located in a r ural area and c onstruction workers would commute from 
population c enters l ocated i n S an B ernardino C ounty.  C onstruction w orkers r equired for the 
project r epresent l ess that 1 per cent o f t he S an B ernardino C ounty c onstruction w orkforce; 
therefore, i t i s not  expected t hat the pr oposed pr oject would i nduce po pulation g rowth i n t he 
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project ar ea.  Consequently, c onstruction o f t he pr oposed S tateline f acility would not  
substantially increase the population, and any impacts would be less than significant.  

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Operational labor would commute to the proposed project from population centers in San 
Bernardino County.  Operational labor accounts for only 7 to 10 workers; therefore, changes to 
population are not anticipated and induced population growth is not expected.  Consequently, 
operations of the proposed Stateline facility would not substantially increase the population, and 
any impacts would be less than significant.  

 

Decommissioning 
The workforce requirements for decommissioning would be similar to project construction and 
most workers would commute to the project site from population centers in San Bernardino 
County.  Impacts to l abor and e mployment w ould be the same as i dentified dur ing t he 
construction phas e.  Induced popul ation growth i n t he pr oject area r esulting from 
decommissioning would not occur.  Consequently, decommissioning of the proposed Stateline 
facility would not substantially increase t he population, and any impacts would be less than 
significant. 

 

4.13.4 Alternative 2: 2,385 Ac Alternative 
4.13.4.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
This section addresses potential direct and indirect impacts to population, income, employment, 
and hous ing r esulting from t he pr oposed pr oject’s c onstruction, oper ations and m aintenance, 
and decommissioning associated with Alternative 2. 

 

Construction 
Alternative 2 would r equire the s ame nu mber of c onstruction w orkforce, equipment, an d 
schedule as previously described in the Proposed Action.  Impacts to employment during 
construction would be the same for Alternative 2 as described in the Proposed Action.  
Economic bene fits a ssociated w ith i ncreased s ales t ax t o l ocal c ommunities and addi tional 
property tax revenues in San Bernardino County would be the same for Alternative 2 as 
described for the Proposal Action. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Alternative 2 would require the same number of operations personnel as identified in Alternative 
1, the Proposed Action.  Impacts to employment during project operations would be the same 
for Alternative 2 as described for Alternative 1.  Economic benefits associated with property tax 
revenues in San Bernardino County would be the same for Alternative 2 as described for the 
Proposed Action. 

 

Decommissioning 
Alternative 2 would require the same number of decommissioning personnel as identified for the 
Proposed Action.  Impacts to employment during decommission would be the same for 
Alternative 2 as described for the Proposed Action. 
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Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
Modifying t he boundar y o f t he ex isting I vanpah DWMA would not  af fect social and ec onomic 
issues under Alternative 2.  Changes to employment and revenue are not anticipated to occur. 

 

4.13.4.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Significance conclusions for the impacts identified for each phase of the project (Construction, 
Operation and M aintenance, D ecommissioning) ar e presented bel ow based on t he C EQA 
Significance Criteria.  O nly those significance criteria which were determined to be relevant to 
the project are addressed below: 

 
Soc-1 
The w orkforce r equirements for c onstruction, o peration, and dec ommissioning w ould be the 
same for A lternative 2 a s f or A lternative 1.   Most workers would commute t o t he pr oject s ite 
from population centers in San Bernardino County, and induced population growth in the project 
area r esulting from c onstruction, ope rations, and dec ommissioning i s not  ex pected.  Any 
impacts would be less than significant.  

 

4.13.5 Alternative 3: 2,151 Ac Alternative 
4.13.5.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
This section addresses potential direct and indirect impacts to population, income, employment, 
and hous ing r esulting from t he proposed pr oject’s c onstruction, oper ations and m aintenance, 
and decommissioning associated with Alternative 3:  2,151 acre Alternative. 

 

Construction 
Alternative 3 would r equire the s ame nu mber of c onstruction w orkforce, equipment, an d 
schedule as  i dentified f or t he P roposed A ction.  I mpacts t o e mployment dur ing pr oject 
construction w ould be t he s ame under  A lternative 3 as  des cribed for the P roposed A ction.  
Economic benefits associated with increased sales tax to local communities from the purchase 
of goods and services and additional property tax revenues in San Bernardino County would be 
the same for Alternative 3 as previously described for the Proposed Action. 

 
Operation and Maintenance 
Social and ec onomic impacts during operation and maintenance ac tivities under  A lternative 3 
would be the same as previously described for the Proposed Action. 

 

Decommissioning 
Alternative 3 would r equire t he s ame number o f decommissioning per sonnel as  i dentified for 
Proposed A ction as  pr eviously des cribed.  I mpacts t o s ocial and ec onomic i ssues dur ing 
decommissioning would be the same for Alternative 3 as described for the Proposed Action. 
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Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
Modifying t he boundar y o f t he ex isting I vanpah DWMA would not  af fect social and ec onomic 
issues under Alternative 3.  Changes to employment and revenue are not anticipated to occur. 

 

4.13.5.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Significance conclusions for the impacts identified for each phase of the project (Construction, 
Operation and M aintenance, D ecommissioning) ar e pr esented bel ow based on t he C EQA 
Significance Criteria.  O nly those significance criteria which were determined to be relevant to 
the project are addressed below: 

 
Soc-1 

The w orkforce r equirements for c onstruction, o peration, and dec ommissioning w ould be the 
same for A lternative 3  as f or A lternative 1.   Most workers would commute t o t he pr oject s ite 
from population centers in San Bernardino County, and induced population growth in the project 
area r esulting from c onstruction, ope rations, and dec ommissioning i s not  ex pected.  Any 
impacts would be less than significant. 

 

4.13.6 Alternative 4:  Reduced Acreage Alternative 
4.13.6.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
This section addr esses t he pot ential di rect a nd i ndirect i mpacts to popul ation, i ncome, 
employment, and housing resulting from the proposed project’s construction, operations and 
maintenance, and decommissioning associated with Alternative 4:  Reduced Acreage 
Alternative.  A lternative 4 i s c onceptually s imilar t o the P roposed A ction ( Alternative 1) , b ut 
would be pl aced w ithin a di fferent l and ar ea which c omprises 1, 766 acres.  The l and ar ea 
associated w ith A lternative 4 would be t he s ame as  the nor thern por tion of t he bifurcated 
footprint of Alternative 2. 

 

Construction 
Alternative 4 would r equire the s ame nu mber of c onstruction w orkforce, equipment, an d 
schedule as  previously described for t he Proposed Action.  While t he al ternative reduces the 
total footprint of t he p roject, the s ame l evel of  effort w ould be r equired dur ing c onstruction, 
although construction would last for a shorter duration.  Impacts to social and economic issues 
during construction would be the same as described for the Proposed Action. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Alternative 4 would require the same number o f operations personnel as identified previously 
described for the Proposed Action.  Impacts to social and ec onomic i ssues dur ing operations 
would be the same for Alternative 4 as previously described for the Proposed Action. 

 

Decommissioning 
Alternative 4 would require the same number of decommissioning personnel as identified for the 
Proposed Action.  Like construction, the number of workers would be approximately the same 
as those f or the P roposed A ction, bu t t he de commissioning per iod w ould l ast for a shorter 
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duration.  Impacts to social and economic issues during decommissioning would be the same 
for Alternative 4 as previously described. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
Modifying t he boundary o f t he ex isting I vanpah DWMA would not  af fect social and ec onomic 
issues under Alternative 4.  Changes to employment and revenue are not anticipated to occur. 

 

4.13.6.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Significance conclusions for the impacts identified for each phase of the project (Construction, 
Operation and M aintenance, D ecommissioning) ar e pr esented bel ow based on t he C EQA 
Significance Criteria.  O nly those significance criteria which were determined to be relevant to 
the project are addressed below: 

 
Soc-1 

The w orkforce r equirements for c onstruction, o peration, and dec ommissioning w ould be t he 
same f or Alternative 4 as f or A lternative 1.   Most workers would commute t o t he pr oject s ite 
from population centers in San Bernardino County, and induced population growth in the project 
area r esulting from c onstruction, ope rations, and dec ommissioning i s not  ex pected.  Any 
impacts would be less than significant. In addition, Alternative 4 would not result in a substantial 
lessening of any significant environmental impacts as compared to the other alternatives. 

 

4.13.7 Alternative 5: No Action Alternative 
4.13.7.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under Alternative 5, the proposed project would not be approved by the BLM and the agency 
would not amend the CDCA Plan.  As a result, no solar energy project would be constructed on 
the Project Study Area.  The BLM would continue to manage the site consistent with the existing 
land use designation in the CDCA Land Use Plan of 1980, as amended.  

Because there would be no amendment to the CDCA Plan and no solar project approved for the 
site under  t his al ternative, i t i s expected t hat the s ite would continue t o r emain i n i ts ex isting 
condition, with no new structures or facilities constructed or operated on the site.  As a result, 
the socioeconomic impacts of the proposed project and the public benefits that could occur as a 
result of the proposed project would not happen as a result of development of the proposed site 
at this ti me, but could occur in the future if the site w ere dev eloped for ot her uses.  These 
impacts include construction and operation employment and income, expenditures, income, and 
employment associated with increased employment and equipment expenditures in the regional 
economy, increases in sales and use tax revenues to local governments, and improvements to 
public infrastructure (electric utility capacity). 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The boundaries of the existing Ivanpah DWMA would not be modified under the No Action 
Alternative.  Land us es associated with the Ivanpah DWMA would continue as they are today.  
The No Action Alternative would not  ha ve an y adverse i mpact on social and ec onomic 
conditions. 
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4.13.7.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Alternative 5 would not result in impacts to social and economic issues. 

 

4.13.8 Alternative 6: No Project, Exclude Solar Alternative 
4.13.8.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 6 w ould i nclude a finding by  B LM t hat the s ite i s no t s uitable for s olar ene rgy 
development, and no p roject would be appr oved. The BLM would continue to manage the site 
consistent w ith t he ex isting l and us e des ignation i n t he C DCA P lan.  B eneficial s ocial and 
economic e ffects from i ncreased s ales and p roperty t axes w ould not  be r ealized i n t he l ocal 
communities and counties that would be directly affected by the proposed project. 

 
Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The boundaries of the existing Ivanpah DWMA would not be modified under Alternative 6.  Land 
uses as sociated w ith t he I vanpah D WMA w ould c ontinue as  t hey a re t oday.  Therefore, 
Alternative 6 would not have any adverse impact on social and economic conditions. 

 

4.13.8.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Alternative 6 would not result in impacts to social and economic issues. 

 

4.13.9 Alternative 7: No Project, Approve Solar Alternative 
4.13.9.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 7 w ould i nclude a finding by  B LM t hat the s ite i s no t s uitable for s olar ene rgy 
development, and none of the action alternatives would be approved.  The Stateline Solar Farm 
Project would not be constructed on the project site and the project site would remain vacant in 
the near -term.  U nder this al ternative, t he B LM w ould not  appr ove t he pr oposed facility, but  
would amend the CDCA Plan to allow for other solar projects on the site. 

Under this alternative, other solar development could occur at the site.  Similar beneficial social 
and economic effects from increased sales and p roperty taxes would be generated in the local 
communities and c ounties t hat w ould be di rectly af fected by  t he other s olar dev elopment 
projects.  The socioeconomic impacts of the proposed project and the public benefits that could 
accrue as a r esult of the proposed project may still occur.  These impacts include construction 
and operation employment and income; the expenditures, income, and employment associated 
with increased employment and equipment expenditures in the regional economy; increases in 
sales and us e t ax r evenues t o l ocal governments; and i mprovements to publ ic i nfrastructure 
(electric u tility c apacity) along w ith t he pl acement o f an i ndustrial s olar pl ant similar t o t his 
project.  However, the impacts would not occur as a result of development of the proposed site 
at this time. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The boundaries of the existing Ivanpah DWMA would not be modified under Alternative 7.  Land 
uses associated with the Ivanpah DWMA would continue as they are today.  I f a solar or other 
renewable ener gy facility i s pr oposed on t he site i n t he future, t he i mpact on s ocial an d 
economic conditions would be considered in a project-specific environmental analysis that 
would occur at that time. 
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4.13.9.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Alternative 7 would not result in impacts to social and economic issues. 

 

4.13.10 Cumulative Impacts 
Cumulative socioeconomic impacts analysis would include past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future ac tions t hat have or  a re expected to i mpact the a rea where t he pr oposed 
project would be located.  While the Proposed Action alone may not result in significant changes 
to t he env ironment, w hen c ombined w ith ot her ac tions, c umulative i mpacts ov er time c ould 
accumulate and r esult i n an i ncreased bene ficial i mpact or  adv erse i mpacts t o s ocial and  
economic conditions. 

 

4.13.10.1 Geographic Extent/Context 
The geographic ex tent for anal yzing t he c umulative ef fects for s ocioeconomics i s de fined as  
San B ernardino C ounty, C alifornia ( primarily t he eas tern po rtion o f t he c ounty) and C lark 
County, Nevada (specifically southern Clark County).  The cumulative socioeconomic analysis 
will e valuate i mpacts bas ed on t he pr oposed pr oject’s l ifespan and w ill include t hose ac tions 
that would occur during the same time as construction, operations, and decommissioning. 

 

4.13.10.2 Existing Cumulative Conditions 
Past development and popul ation g rowth in t he r egion have a ffected the population s ize and  
composition, settlement patterns, housing demand, business revenues and conflicts, as well as 
property v alues t hroughout t he l ocal ar ea and region.  Population i ncreases hav e bot h an  
indirect and direct influence on development as housing demand increases and the workforce 
expands.  In addition, continued development creates more infrastructure affecting business 
operations, revenues, and pr operty v alues.  S ection 3.13 (Social and Economic Setting) 
describes ex isting s ocioeconomic c onditions w ithin t he pr oject a rea, i ncluding dem ographics, 
housing characteristics, and labor characteristics, which have developed as a result of the past 
and present projects that comprise existing cumulative conditions.  

The e xisting pr ojects w ithin t he region w hich h ave af fected s ocial and ec onomic c onditions 
include urban development in Las Vegas and southern Clark County.  Projects in the area of the 
Proposed Action which have affected these conditions include I-15, the Union Pacific Railroad, 
Ivanpah SEGS, Silver State Phase I solar project, AT&T and Sprint fiber optic lines, the Kern 
River Gas Transmission Line, Calnev Petroleum Products Pipeline, the Walter Higgins Bighorn 
Generation Station, M olycorp Minerals f acility, t he LA DWP and S CE t ransmission lines, t he 
Primm Resort facility, and Primm Valley Golf Club.  Socioeconomic impacts from the proposed 
project, i n addi tion t o t hese pas t and ex isting pr ojects w ould c ombine with r easonably, 
foreseeable future projects to determine the cumulative effects on socioeconomics. 

 

4.13.10.3 Reasonably Foreseeable Projects 
Table 4.1-1 lists the reasonably foreseeable projects within the vicinity of the proposed project.  
Projects currently under construction in the vicinity of  the proposed facility include the Ivanpah 
SEGS solar f acility ( 3,471 ac res), t he E ITP, M ountain P ass Lat eral nat ural g as pi peline, and 
expansion of the Molycorp Minerals, LLC rare earths mine.  Proposed projects in the vicinity of 
the pr oposed facility t hat w ould hav e pot entially ad verse i mpacts to social and ec onomic 
conditions include the Ivanpah SEGS solar facility, the ElTP, expansion of Molycorp Mine, the 
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Southern N evada S upplemental A irport, D esert Xpress hi gh s peed passenger r ail l ine, S ilver 
State Phase 2 solar facility, and the Calnev Pipeline Expansion Project. 

 

4.13.10.4 Cumulative Impacts associated with Proposed Action 
Construction 
During construction of the proposed project, there could be an overlap of  construction per iods 
associated w ith t he B rightSource Ivanpah S EGS project and ot her projects c urrently or  
proposed i n t he v icinity o f t he p roposed pr oject.  These p rojects w ould dr aw on t he s ame 
construction labor force as the proposed project.  Additional employment would increase local 
purchase of materials, food, and services resulting in a cumulative economic benefit to the local 
communities with sales tax revenues.  Additional new projects would contribute to additional ad 
valorem tax revenues for San Bernardino County, California.   

 

Changes to Local Employment or Labor Force  
The p roposed S tateline facility w ould dr aw on  t he s ame l abor force as m any o f the o ther 
projects listed in Table 4.1-1, specifically Ivanpah SEGS, Molycorp Phoenix, Kern River Lateral, 
Calnev Expansion, and Silver State solar, and construction would likely occur at the same time 
as some of the other projects.  The combined construction and operation demands of each of 
these projects, along with the proposed Stateline facility, are shown in Table 4.13-1. 

 
Table 4.13-1.  Cumulative Project Employment Levels 

Project Projected Peak 
Construction Employment 

Projected Operations 
Employment 

Stateline Solar Proposed Action 600 10 

Ivanpah SEGS 959 90 

Molycorp NA1 (1,000) 300 

Calnev Pipeline 660 0 

Kern River Lateral NA2 0 

JPOE NA2 NA1 

EITP 190 0 

Silver State Solar Phase 1 0 Less than 10 

Silver State Phase 2 5833 11 

Total 3,992 421 

1 – Not Available, but estimated based on verbal communications with Molycorp staff 
2 – Not Available, but estimated to be minimal 
3 – Estimated based on comparison with of the 350 MW facility with the 300 MW Stateline project 

 

As shown in Table 4.13-1, the Proposed Action, in combination with the other projects that are 
likely t o be under  construction at  the s ame time, would r equire a  m aximum o f app roximately 
4,000 workers if the peak construction periods for each project coincided.  The contribution of 
the Proposed Action to this requirement is 600 workers, or approximately 15 percent.  However, 
due to the large construction labor force available in San Bernardino and Clark Counties 
(117,000 persons), i t i s ant icipated t hat t he regional l abor f orce w ould be s ufficient t o 
accommodate t he pl anned pr ojects, w hich would r epresent appr oximately 3.4 per cent o f t he 
San Bernardino and Clark County construction labor force.  
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The cumulative i nflux i n c onstruction l abor to the ar ea c ould c reate d emand for temporary 
housing that is greater than the existing supply of temporary lodging.  There are expected to be 
some suitable and available temporary lodging at the Primm casinos, and a very large inventory 
of hotel accommodations are available in Las Vegas approximately 30 miles away.  This would 
be more than sufficient temporary housing for construction workers seeking temporary housing 
under a peak construction work force scenario. Therefore, no adverse cumulative impacts would 
be expected to result related to employment, labor, and housing. 

 

Changes in Revenue  
The local businesses in nearby communities such as Baker, California and Primm, Nevada that 
would benef it from S tateline c onstruction w orker em ployment t hrough i ncreased s ales t ax 
revenues would similarly benefit from construction workers associated with the other cumulative 
projects.  Workers spending their wages on services such as gas, food, and beverages would 
provide an ec onomic benefit to the local economy, and t he magnitude of this benefit would be 
increased by  t he cumulative pr ojects occurring at the same time.  Each o f t he pr ojects could 
require a few employees to obtain temporary lodging; therefore, local hotels in the immediate 
vicinity of the project site would realize a benefit in increased revenues, which in turn would also 
increase sales tax revenue.  Additionally, the proposed project, in combination with the 
cumulative projects, would increase sales taxes locally and r egionally through the purchase of 
goods and s ervices r elated t o pr oject c onstruction.  A  benef icial i mpact t o l ocal r evenues in 
nearby communities is expected during construction of the proposed project, and the existence 
of multiple projects occurring concurrently would increase this benefit. 

There are no existing businesses located within the sites of any of the cumulative projects; 
therefore, no bus inesses would ha ve t o be  r emoved or  r elocated.  N o impacts ar e expected 
resulting from displacement of existing business and loss of local business revenue. 

 

Operations and Maintenance 
As shown in Table 4.13-1, the Proposed Action, in combination with the other projects that are 
likely to be operating at the same time would require a maximum of approximately 421 workers.  
Given the proximity of the projects to major metropolitan areas with a combined population of 
almost 4 million persons in San Bernardino and Clark Counties, it is anticipated that the regional 
labor force w ould be s ufficient t o a ccommodate t he pl anned pr ojects.  The pr oposed pr oject 
would c ontribute t o the benef icial c umulative s ocial and ec onomic i mpacts o f ot her pas t, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects.  These beneficial cumulative impacts 
would be realized through increased property taxes in San Bernardino County and a  negligible 
impact to sales tax revenues from the purchase of goods and services.  

 

Decommissioning 
During decommissioning of the proposed project, there could be an overlap of decommissioning 
activities f rom ot her pr ojects i n t he v icinity of  t he pr oposed pr oject.  I mpacts t o hous ing, 
employment, and tax r evenues would be e xpected t o be t he same, or  somewhat l ower t han, 
those associated with construction. 
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Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
Modifying t he boundar y o f t he ex isting I vanpah DWMA would not  af fect social and ec onomic 
issues.  Cumulative changes to employment and revenue are not anticipated to occur. 

 

4.13.10.5 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Significance conclusions for the impacts identified for each phase of the project (Construction, 
Operation and M aintenance, D ecommissioning) ar e pr esented bel ow based on t he C EQA 
Significance Criteria presented in Section 4.13.2.  O nly those s ignificance c riteria which were 
determined in Section 4.13.2 to be relevant to the project are addressed below. 

 

Soc-1 

Construction 

Construction labor would be drawn from San Bernardino and Clark Counties and few workers 
from outside the region would be necessary for the project.  Consequently, the proposed 
facility’s contribution to any cumulative impacts on local employment or labor force would not be 
considerable.  Any impacts would be less than significant.  

 

Operation and Maintenance 

Operational l abor would be dr awn from San Bernardino and C lark Counties and f ew workers 
from outside the region would be necessary for the project.  Consequently, the proposed 
facility’s contribution to any cumulative impacts on local employment or labor force would not be 
considerable.  Any impacts would be less than significant. 

 

Decommissioning 

Decommissioning l abor w ould be dr awn f rom S an Bernardino and Clark Counties and i s 
anticipated to require a minute proportion of the combined construction labor force.  Any 
contribution t o c umulative i mpacts on l abor and em ployment w ould not  be c onsiderable and  
would be less than significant. 

 

4.13.10.6 Alternatives 
Alternative 2: 2,385 Ac Alternative 

The social and economic impacts associated with Alternative 2 would be approximately the 
same as  t hose as sociated w ith t he P roposed A ction.  T herefore, t he c umulative i mpacts 
associated w ith A lternative 2 w ould be t he same as  those described above f or the P roposed 
Action. 

 

Alternative 3: 2,151 Ac Alternative 
The social and economic impacts associated with Alternative 3 would be approximately the 
same as  t hose as sociated w ith t he P roposed A ction.  T herefore, t he c umulative i mpacts 
associated w ith A lternative 3 w ould be t he same as  those described above f or the P roposed 
Action. 

 



DESERT STATELINE SOLAR FARM PROJECT 
4.13 SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC ISSUES 

 

NOVEMBER 2012 4.13-13 DRAFT EIS/EIR 

Alternative 4: Reduced Acreage Alternative 
The s ocial and ec onomic i mpacts as sociated w ith A lternative 3 would b e t he s ame as  those 
associated with the Proposed Action.  C umulative impacts associated with Alternative 4 would 
be same as those described above for the Proposed Action. 

 

Alternative 5: No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, the local communities and counties would not realize the social 
and economic benefits of t he proposed project; t herefore the No Action A lternative would not  
contribute to the beneficial cumulative effects to social and economic condition. 

 

Alternative 6: No Project, Exclude Solar Alternative 
Under Alternative 6, the proposed project would not be approved at the current site, and the site 
would be unavailable for future solar development; therefore the beneficial social and economic 
benefits to the local communities and counties would not be realized.  This alternative would not 
contribute to the cumulative social and economic effects. 

 

Alternative 7: No Project, Approve Solar Alternative 
Under Alternative 7, the project would be denied, but future solar projects or other development 
could occur at the site.  Cumulative impacts to social and economic issues associated with any 
future projects would be evaluated within project-specific environmental analysis at that time. 

 

4.13.11 Mitigation Measures 
No adv erse i mpacts t o the s ocial and ec onomic c ondition w ere i dentified for the P roposed 
Action and alternatives; therefore, no mitigation is required.  

 

4.13.12 Residual Impacts After Mitigation 
There are no adverse impacts to the social and economic condition resulting from construction, 
operation, or decommissioning of the Proposed Action. 
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4.14 Soil Resources 
4.14.1 Methodology for Analysis 
The following discussion addresses potential geology and soils-related environmental impacts 
associated with implementation of the Stateline Solar Farm Proposed Action and alternatives. It 
also recommends measures to reduce or avoid adverse impacts anticipated from construction, 
operation, and decommissioning of the project.  A discussion of cumulative impacts related to 
geology and soil resources is also included. 

Baseline conditions (see Section 3.14) were evaluated based on their potential to be affected by 
construction activities, operation and maintenance activities, and decommissioning of the 
Proposed A ction o r al ternatives. I mpacts to the g eology and s oil r esources w ere i dentified 
based on t he predicted interaction between construction, operation, and dec ommissioning with 
the baseline conditions. 

The analysis in this section evaluates whether or not the proposed project would either directly 
or indirectly destroy a unique geological feature and whether or not the project would expose 
persons or structures to geologic hazards. 

The C alifornia B uilding Code (2007) pr ovides geotechnical and geological i nvestigation and  
design guidelines which engineers must follow when designing a facility. As a result, the criteria 
used to assess the significance of a geologic hazard include evaluating each hazard’s potential 
impact on the design and construction of the proposed facility. Geologic hazards include faulting 
and s eismicity, l iquefaction, dy namic c ompaction, hy drocompaction, s ubsidence, ex pansive 
soils, and landslides. 

 
4.14.2 CEQA Significance Criteria 
The following i ndicators w ere us ed t o des cribe t he i mpacts to s oils resources pu rsuant t o 
CEQA.  These indicators are the same as the significance criteria for geology and soils listed in 
the CEQA Environmental Checklist, Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. 

• SR-1: Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving landslides; 

• SR-2: Result in substantial soil erosion or loss of topsoil; 

• SR-3: B e l ocated on a  g eologic uni t or  s oil t hat i s uns table, o r t hat would bec ome 
unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse; 

• SR-4: Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building 
Code, creating substantial risks to life or property; or 

• SR-5: H ave s oils i ncapable of  ade quately s upporting t he u se o f septic t anks o r 
alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal 
of waste water. 

 

The following C EQA G uidelines criterion related to seismic hazards is addressed in Section 
4.11 (Public Health and Safety) of this EIS/EIR. 

• PH&S-1: Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including 
the risk of loss, injury, or death involving: 

- Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Faul t Zoni ng M ap or  bas ed on ot her s ubstantial ev idence of a known 
fault; 
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- Strong seismic ground shaking; or 

- Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction. 

 

4.14.3 Alternative 1: Proposed Action 
4.14.3.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
A Phase I  Geotechnical Reconnaissance Report was conducted in July 2008 t o describe soil 
and geological s uitability f or t he S tateline S olar Far m P roject.  This s tudy i s i ncluded as  
Appendix E of the Applicant’s Plan of Development (First Solar 2011).       

 

Construction 
Construction ac tivities that w ould af fect s oil r esources i nclude ex cavation, grading, and s oil 
compaction to prepare the site for installation of project components.  T he impacts on s oil and 
geological resources associated with construction of the Proposed Action are described below. 

Mitigation measure MM-PH&S-1 would provide standard engineering design recommendations 
for mitigation o f po tential g eologic haz ards t hat i nclude s trong ground s haking; l iquefaction; 
settlement due t o c ompressible soils, s ubsidence as sociated w ith s hrinkage o f c lay s oils, 
hydrocompaction, or dynamic compaction; and the presence of expansive clay soils. 

 

Soil Erosion and Loss of Topsoil 
Several factors affect the potential for soil to be eroded by water or wind including soil texture, 
the length and pe rcent of slope, vegetative cover, and intensity of rainfall or wind.  In general, 
the surface of an alluvial fan (such as the setting for the proposed Stateline facility) is an active 
erosional and depos itional s urface.  In t his e nvironment, p rocesses such as  dow nstream 
movement of soils, cutting of erosional channels, sedimentation into low-lying areas, and flash-
flooding are natural, and may affect the entire area of the alluvial fan. 

Although these pr ocesses oc cur nat urally, pr oject c onstruction ac tivities have t he pot ential t o 
modify the locations or rates of soil erosion and deposition.  T hese modifications can result in 
damage to both onsite and offsite man-made features (such as flood damage to site structures), 
degradation of water quality, or modification of vegetation and wildlife habitat.  Modification of 
erosion-potential characteristics may occur from a variety of sources, including: 

• Removal of soil-stabilizing vegetation or cryptobiotic crusts due to site grading and 
vehicle movement; and 

• Increase in stormwater flow velocity through a reduction in infiltration rate or modification 
of flow paths. 

As discussed in Section 2.1.3.2.2, site preparation during construction would include removal of 
all vegetation within the project area, and t hen clearing and grading o f the area.  I n addi tion, 
trenched excavations would be made to allow for i nstallation of s tructure foundations, water 
pipelines, and power transmission lines. Clearing and grading within the solar array field would 
be ac complished using tractors w ith di sking equipment. This m ethod would pr eserve t he 
underground r oot s tructure o f di sturbed pl ants, t op s oil nut rients, and s eed bas e. V ibratory 
rollers would also be us ed in the solar array field to compact the soil and even out the surface 
after t he di sking i s c omplete.  There w ould be no ex cess ex cavated m aterial from p roject 
construction.  Soil excavation and fill requirements would be balanced.  In each solar array field 
area, slopes would have a consistent grade limited to within 3.0 percent. 
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Although the grading m ethod w ould be des igned t o i ncorporate t he e xisting r oot s tructure, 
cryptobiotic soils, soil nutrients, and seed base into the soil surface, it would also remove the 
existing vegetation and soil crusts that currently serve to stabilize the soil surface.  As a result, 
the soils remaining on the surface during and following construction would have an increased 
susceptibility to both wind and water erosion, as compared to current conditions.  In addition, 
soil compaction could affect infiltration rates, and placement of structures could modify flow 
paths, bo th pot entially resulting i n i ncreased stormwater v elocity, an d t herefore i ncreased 
erosional force. 

To m inimize t he e ffects of  c onstruction t o t he soil, the Applicant has  proposed a v ariety of  
construction m ethods a nd ot her features to pr otect s ite s oils from e rosion and do wnstream 
deposition.  Section 2.1.3.1 out lines several proposed construction activities specifically 
designed t o manage stormwater and reduce the pot ential for e rosion and s edimentation 
impacts.  These i nclude av oidance of  dr ainage channels, i mplementation o f ups tream deb ris 
basins to reduce stormwater flow velocities across the site, site grading to promote sheet flow, 
implementation of downstream sediment basins to capture increased sediment loads, and use 
of silt fence and fiber rolls for erosion protection. 

The Applicant would construct and manage the debris and sediment basins in accordance with 
specifications i n t heir Storm Water M anagement P lan ( First S olar 201 2k).  T he use of t he 
basins, as well as the silt fence and fiber rolls, would be governed by the Applicant’s 
Construction Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), which they would be r equired to 
obtain under the Clean Water Act.  I n addition, a variety of  mitigation measures (MM-Water-7, 
MM-Water-8, MM-Veg-5, and MM-Air-1) would r equire the implementation of  flood protection, 
soil stabilization, and r evegetation efforts, each of which would further protect site soils dur ing 
construction.  Therefore, impacts due t o soil er osion and l oss of  t opsoil would be a voided or  
substantially reduced and adverse impacts would not result due to the Proposed Action. 

 

Unstable Geologic Units 
Impacts due t o unstable geologic units could potentially occur if the proposed Stateline facility 
were to be placed directly on unstable soils, or if it were to be placed close enough to unstable 
soils that could be transported to the project site through a debris flow or landslide.  As 
discussed i n Section 3.14, the p reliminary g eotechnical analysis i ndicated that the proposed 
Stateline S olar Far m s ite i s not  l ocated c lose enoug h t o any  o f t he s urrounding hi llside 
mountains to be affected by either a debris flow or a landslide. 

Impacts due to placement of the facility directly on unstable soils could occur due to liquefaction, 
lateral s preading, dy namic c ompaction or  hy drocompaction, s ubsidence, or  ex pansive s oils.  
Potential adv erse i mpacts as sociated w ith t hese pr ocesses may i nclude des tabilization of  
project infrastructure, resulting in stability hazards to infrastructure in the immediate vicinity. The 
manner in which these processes can affect structures is as follows: 

• Liquefaction i s a l oss o f s trength i n soil when a s tress s uch as  t hat c aused by  an  
earthquake, i s appl ied to susceptible soils such as  loose saturated sands and s ilts.  I f 
liquefaction w ere t o oc cur, pr oject i nfrastructure c ould be des tabilized, r esulting i n 
stability hazards to infrastructure in the immediate vicinity. 

• Lateral spreading of the ground surface can occur within liquefiable beds during seismic 
events.  Factors such as distance from the earthquake epicenter, the magnitude of the 
seismic event, and the thickness and depth of the liquefiable layers affect the amount of 
lateral spreading that may occur. 

• Dynamic compaction can result from a decrease in soil volume and a corresponding 
increase i n soil dens ity during ground-shaking.  T he dec rease i n volume can r esult i n 
settlement o f ov erlying structures.  H ydrocompaction c an r esult f rom s oils deposited 
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rapidly i n a s aturated s tate, then dr ying quickly l eaving an unc onsolidated l ow dens ity 
deposit with a high percentage of voids. 

• Subsidence i s a s ettlement or  l owering o f t he ground surface elevation due t o factors 
such as  t ectonic movement, s eismic c ompaction, hy drocompaction, c onsolidation 
induced by  g roundwater w ithdrawal, and c onsolidation under  appl ied l oads.  R egional 
ground s ubsidence i s t ypically c aused by  pet roleum or  gr oundwater withdrawal t hat 
increases the effective unit weight o f t he soil profile, increasing s tress on deeper  soils 
and resulting in consolidation or settlement of underlying soils. 

• Soil expansion occurs when c lay-rich soils with an a ffinity for water ex ist in-place at a 
moisture c ontent bel ow t heir pl astic l imit. The addi tion o f m oisture from i rrigation, 
capillary tension, water line breaks, etc. causes the clay soils to collect water molecules 
in their structure, which in turn causes an increase in the overall volume of the soil. This 
increase in volume can correspond to movement of overlying structural improvements. 

The limited laboratory testing conducted as part of the geotechnical analysis indicates that the 
near surface soils at the Stateline Solar Farm site may be sensitive to liquefaction when 
saturated with water (Geosphere Consultants 2008).  As a result, the soils could also be subject 
to lateral spreading.  However, to be subject to liquefaction, soils would have to be saturated.  In 
general, the large depth to groundwater at the project location (more than 200 feet deep) implies 
that t here i s a l ow pot ential f or l iquefaction and l ateral s preading a t t he pr oject s ite.  The 
proximity of the proposed facility in Alternative 1 to the Ivanpah Dry Lake (750 feet) could have 
an effect on the potential for soil saturation.  During certain times of the year, following heavy 
rainfall, the Ivanpah Dry Lake does capture standing water that can take weeks or months to 
evaporate or infiltrate.  A lthough the proposed facility would be located outside of the 100-year 
floodplain for the Dry Lake, and would therefore not be subjected to standing water, it would be 
located within several hundred feet (laterally) and a few feet (vertically) of the saturated soils on 
the Dry Lake bed.  Therefore, facility structures could be s ubjected to liquefaction or lateral 
spreading. 

The A pplicant’s geotechnical r eport (Geosphere C onsultants 2008)  did not  ev aluate t he 
potential for site soils to be susceptible to dynamic compaction or hydrocompaction.  Based on 
the hydrologic setting of the site soils, they could potentially have been deposited rapidly in a 
saturated state and then dried quickly, potentially leaving voids. 

Local s ubsidence i n t he f orm o f s inkholes has  been obs erved al ong t he nor thern ed ge of 
Ivanpah Dry Lake near the solar farm project site.  While its potential cause can sometimes be 
attributed to groundwater withdrawal as well as other causes, in this case, the cause is believed 
to be from dehydration of clays between the soil surface and the water table that can result in a 
major loss of volume, and thus the collapse of overlying soils (Broadbent 2009). The potential 
for such shrinkage to affect structural components would need to be mitigated through facility 
design. 

The Applicant’s geotechnical report (Geosphere Consultants 2008) concluded that the soils on 
the Dry Lake bed have a moderate to high expansion potential, but that the soils outside of the 
Dry Lak e bed  have a l ow e xpansion pot ential.  The report recommended t hat any  s tructures 
placed on the lake bed be designed and constructed to account for the potential for soil 
expansion. 

During preparation of the geotechnical report, Geosphere Consultants conducted a number of 
soil characteristics analyses to determine the potential for subsurface hazards at the Stateline 
Solar Farm project site.  As reported in the geotechnical report, Geosphere Consultants found 
the ground surface across most of the project site was composed of very “loose and dr y” soils 
and sediments.  As a result, Geosphere Consultants recommended that “a relatively light 
bearing p ressure be us ed i n t he des ign o f t he block foundations [for t he phot ovoltaic panels] 
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and t hat t he ov erall panel  des ign i nclude enoug h f lexibility t o abs orb t hree t o four i nches o f 
differential settlement across individual panel assemblies” (Geosphere Consultants 2008). 

In the geotechnical report, Geosphere Consultants recommended that the Stateline Solar Farm 
site’s s usceptibility t o liquefaction and seismically induced settlement should be further 
evaluated in conjunction with a more comprehensive subsurface exploration and geotechnical 
evaluation g iven t he general s eismicity o f t he area and  t he pot ential for groundwater t o be  
present a t t he site ( Geosphere C onsultants 20 08).  Mitigation measure M M-PH&S-1 w ould 
address pot ential impacts related t o liquefaction, dynamic compaction, subsidence, and 
expansive soils.  Mitigation measure MM-PH&S-1 requires that design-level geotechnical 
studies to be pe rformed by the Applicant shall include detailed characterization of  subsurface 
conditions, including: 

• Identification of any potentially detrimental chemicals or soil features; 

• Excavation of potentially expansive of collapsible soils during construction and 
replacement with engineered backfill; 

• Ground-treatment processes; and 

• Redirection of surface water and drainage away from expansive soils. 

Overall, although the site’s geologic setting and soil characteristics could result in the presence 
of unstable units, any potential impacts resulting from unstable units would be minimal.  
Occupied structures on the facility would be limited to a few construction trailers and, ultimately, 
a small O&M Building that would be occupied by fewer than 10 workers.  The proposed facility 
would not include any tall structures that could catastrophically fall due to soil instability.  There 
are no nearby residents or other occupied structures that could be affected if a s tructure within 
the project boundary should fail.  Therefore, the impacts associated with any potential instability 
would be minimal. 

 

Soil Chemistry 
Because of  the hi gh c oncentration o f w ater-soluble s ulfates i n t he l akebed s oils, G eosphere 
Consultants recommended the concrete used in these areas be protected in accordance with 
ACI publication 318 (Geosphere Consultants 2008). 

To p revent c orrosion o f ferrous metals from i mpacting s oils i n t he pr oject ar ea, Geosphere 
Consultants r ecommended t hat a c orrosion engineer be c onsulted t o dev elop c orrosion 
mitigation measures for the project and that the corrosion potential of the soils be verified during 
project construction.  Potential mitigation measures may include: 

• At least three inches of concrete cover where steel and wire concrete reinforcement is 
cast against soil or bedrock, unformed. 

• Conduits for below ground utility lines should be non-metallic or be encased in non-
metallic materials. 

• A h igh-quality pr otective c oating ( such a s 18 -millimeter plastic t ape, ex truded 
polyethylene, coal-tar enamel, or Portland cement mortar) should be placed on below-
grade ferrous metals. 

• Dielectric fittings in ferrous ut ilities and/or exposed metal structures should be us ed to 
electrically insulate (isolate) below-grade from above-grade metals. 

Implementation of such design measures described above should minimize the potential for 
subsurface hazards associated with soil chemistry at the Stateline Solar Farm site. 
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Operation and Maintenance 
All of the potential impacts discussed above for construction would also apply to operation and 
maintenance of the proposed Stateline facility.  Except for minor grading and gravel application 
to maintain access roads, no additional project activities would occur that could potentially result 
in soil erosion, damage due to unstable soils, or damage due to soil chemistry.  Re-grading and 
re-graveling of access roads for routine maintenance would not alter the drainage patterns on-
site, and would not lead to a substantial increase in erosion or loss of topsoil.  I t is anticipated 
that any  i ncrease i n s urface water r unoff resulting from per manent pr oject features would be  
location-specific, and t hat s uch e ffects w ould not i nfluence s urface r unoff i n a  m anner w hich 
would result in erosion or loss of topsoil. 

However, the infrastructure existing on the project site would continue to be potentially affected 
by s tormwater er osion and s edimentation, s oil i nstability, or  s oil c hemistry t hroughout the 
operational period of the project.  Therefore, continuing use of Best Management Practices and 
inspection and monitoring p rograms w ould be r equired throughout the oper ational pe riod t o 
verify t hat c onstructed features, i ncluding s tormwater m anagement s ystems, c ompacted s oil 
surface, r oads, and vegetated ar eas continue t o f unction as  s pecified in the A pplicant’s 
management plans, permits, and BLM-specified mitigation measures.  Mitigation measure MM-
Water-9 would require that the stormwater management systems be operated, maintained, and 
monitored i n ac cordance w ith t he A pplicant’s S torm Water M anagement P lan ( First S olar 
2012k), and that response actions be taken to address any identified erosion, sedimentation, or 
stormwater damage issues. 

 

Decommissioning 
Decommissioning of the Stateline Solar Farm site would be done in accordance with the 
Applicant’s pr eliminary C losure, Decommissioning, and R eclamation P lan ( First Solar 2012d), 
required as part of mitigation measure MM-Lands-2.  This Plan summarizes the activities that 
would take place during the decommissioning process.  In general, potential impacts associated 
with decommissioning are expected to include potential soil erosion and s edimentation issues, 
similar t o those for c onstruction.  This i s be cause m any o f the dec ommissioning a ctivities, 
including t he r emoval o f s ite s tructures, us e o f heavy eq uipment, and s ite gr ading w ould be  
similar to the construction activities.  These activities could potentially increase the risk of soil 
erosion due t o r emoval o f s tabilizing features such as  s tructures, vegetation, s oil c rusts, and 
roads.  Although protective measures such as stormwater management systems and BMPs (silt 
fences and fiber rolls) would protect site soils from erosion during construction, these features 
would be r emoved dur ing dec ommissioning, a nd would not  be pr esent t o pr otect s ite s oils 
during m ost o f the dec ommissioning period.  I nstead, pr otection of s ite s oils dur ing 
decommissioning would be dependent on re-establishment of original site drainage, vegetation, 
and soil crusts.  I n desert environments, these processes can take substantial lengths of time, 
so impacts could occur for the long-term during decommissioning. 

Because site structures would be r emoved and t he site would no l onger be occupied, geologic 
hazards and soil chemistry would no longer have any potential to impact the facility. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
Modification of the boundary of the Ivanpah DWMA as part of the Proposed Action would not 
have any effect on soil resources.  By placing limitations on future land uses that cause surface 
disturbance w ithin t he newly added 23,254 acre area, t his action would provide a beneficial 
impact in reducing the potential for the disturbance of existing soil resources. 
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4.14.3.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Significance conclusions for the impacts identified for each phase of the project (Construction, 
Operation and M aintenance, D ecommissioning) ar e pr esented bel ow based on t he C EQA 
Significance Criteria.  O nly those significance criteria which were determined to be relevant to 
the project are addressed below: 

 

SR-1 
Construction, Operations and Maintenance, and Decommissioning 
The Stateline S olar Far m pr oject s ite i s not  l ocated c lose enoug h to any  of  t he s urrounding 
hillside mountains to be affected by either a debris flow or a landslide.  The project would not 
expose peopl e or  s tructures t o pot ential s ubstantial adverse ef fect, i ncluding t he r isk o f l oss, 
injury, or  deat h i nvolving l andslides. No i mpact w ould oc cur under  pr oject c onstruction, 
operations and maintenance, or decommissioning. 
 

SR-2 
Construction 
As discussed above, modification of erosion-potential characteristics during construction could 
occur from a variety of sources, including: 

• Removal of soil-stabilizing vegetation or cryptobiotic crusts due to site grading and 
vehicle movement; and 

• Increase in stormwater flow velocity through a reduction in infiltration rate or modification 
of flow paths. 

Removal of stabilizing materials and modification of flow paths would likely lead to an increase 
in s oil er osion of f o f t he s ite, and an i ncrease in sedimentation i n downstream ar eas.  In the 
absence o f pr otective m easures, pr oject i nfrastructure w ould be s ubject t o pot ential dam age 
from flash flooding on the alluvial fan.  Without implementation of mitigation measures, potential 
soil erosion impacts would be significant. 

The A pplicant has  pr oposed a v ariety of  m easures i n t heir P lan of  D evelopment ( First S olar 
2011) and S torm Water Management P lan (First Solar 2012k) to reduce the potential f or soil 
erosion.  These measures would also be required and regulated under a Construction SWPPP, 
which the Applicant would be r equired to obt ain under  the Clean Water Act.  In addition, a 
variety of  m itigation measures ( MM-Water-7, MM -Water-8, M M-Veg-5, and MM-Air-1) would 
require the implementation of flood protection, soil stabilization, and revegetation efforts, each of 
which would further protect site soils dur ing construction.  The potential for the Stateline Solar 
Farm project to cause erosion or loss of topsoil would be minimized by these BMPs, regulatory 
requirements, and mitigation m easures.  P otential i mpacts under  s ignificance c riterion S R-2 
would be less than significant after implementation of mitigation measures. 
 

Operation and Maintenance 
Like c onstruction, t he o peration and m aintenance o f t he S tateline S olar Far m could r esult i n 
increased soil erosion if stormwater management systems are not maintained and operated as 
specified i n t he A pplicant’s S torm Water M anagement P lan and t he m itigation m easures.  
Without i mplementation o f m itigation m easures, pot ential s oil er osion i mpacts w ould be 
significant.  Therefore, mitigation m easures M M-Water-7, M M-Water-9, and M M-Veg-5 w ould 
require the implementation of flood protection, stormwater management, soil stabilization, and 
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revegetation efforts, each of which would further protect site soils during operations.  P otential 
impacts under significance criterion SR-2 would be less than significant after implementation of 
mitigation measures. 
 

Decommissioning 
Earth-disturbing activities dur ing dec ommissioning w ould be s imilar t o t hose r equired du ring 
construction, including excavation and grading.  These activities could potentially increase the 
risk o f s oil er osion due to r emoval of  s tabilizing features s uch a s s tructures, v egetation, s oil 
crusts, and roads.  A lthough pr otective m easures s uch as  s tormwater management systems 
and BMPs (silt fences and fiber rolls) would protect site soils from erosion during construction, 
these features would be removed during decommissioning, and would not be present to protect 
site s oils dur ing most o f t he dec ommissioning period.  Instead, p rotection o f s ite s oils dur ing 
decommissioning would be dependent on re-establishment of original site drainage, vegetation, 
and soil crusts.  I n desert environments, these processes can take substantial lengths of time, 
so impacts could occur for the long-term during decommissioning.  Without implementation of 
mitigation measures, potential soil erosion impacts would be significant. 

Implementation o f decommissioning in ac cordance w ith t he A pplicant’s pr eliminary C losure, 
Decommissioning, and Reclamation Plan (First Solar 2012d), as required by mitigation measure 
MM-Lands-2, would facilitate site revegetation as rapidly as possible.  Potential impacts under 
criterion SR-2 would be less than significant with the implementation of this mitigation measure. 
 

SR-3 
Construction, Operations and Maintenance, and Decommissioning 
Impacts due to placement of the facility directly on unstable soils could occur due to liquefaction, 
lateral s preading, dy namic c ompaction or  hy drocompaction, o r s ubsidence.  The A pplicant’s 
geotechnical report (Geosphere Consultants 2008) concluded that s ite soils could be sensitive 
to liquefaction if saturated, and that subsidence is known to be present on the edge of the 
Ivanpah D ry Lak e.  The r eport di d not  ev aluate t he po tential for dy namic c ompaction o r 
hydrocompaction, so the potential for these processes is unknown.  P otential adverse impacts 
associated with these processes could include destabilization of project infrastructure, resulting 
in stability hazards to infrastructure in the immediate vicinity.  The potential for these impacts, 
and t he c onsequences of t he i mpact, would be  t he s ame for pr oject construction, ope rations 
and maintenance, and decommissioning. 

Although t he s ite’s geologic s etting and s oil c haracteristics could r esult i n the p resence of 
unstable uni ts, any  pot ential i mpacts r esulting from these uns table uni ts w ould be m inimal.  
Occupied structures on the facility would be limited to a few construction trailers and, ultimately, 
a small O&M Building that would be occupied by fewer than 10 workers.  The proposed facility 
would not include any tall structures that could catastrophically fall due to soil instability.  There 
are no nearby residents or other occupied structures that could be affected if a s tructure within 
the project boundary should fail.  Therefore, the impacts associated with any potential instability 
would be less than significant.  Further geotechnical studies and implementation of appropriate 
project design, as required by mitigation measures MM-PH&S-1, would further reduce the 
potential for impacts under significance criterion SR-3 to a less-than-significant level. 
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SR-4 
Construction, Operations and Maintenance, and Decommissioning 
Impacts due to placement of the facility directly on uns table soils could occur due to expansive 
soils.  T he Applicant’s geotechnical report (Geosphere Consultants 2008) concluded that soils 
on and near the Dry Lake could be expansive.  However, no facility structures would be located 
on these soils under the Proposed Action.  T herefore, impacts associated with expansive soils 
would be less than significant.  Further geotechnical studies and implementation of appropriate 
project des ign, as  r equired by  m itigation m easure M M-PH&S-1, w ould f urther r educe t he 
potential for impacts under significance criterion SR-4 to a less-than-significant level. 

 

SR-5 
Construction 
A temporary septic system and leach field with a capacity of no more than 3,000 gallons per day 
would be i nstalled near t he t emporary c onstruction t railers, i n or der t o s upport c onstruction 
workers.  T he s eptic s ystem w ould be per mitted t hrough S an B ernardino C ounty and would 
include features to avoid any impacts to the South Ivanpah Groundwater Basin. These features 
may include locating the system away f rom surface water drainage features, scour protection 
over t he abs orption field, m onitoring w ells t o i nspect a gainst c logging i n t he abs orption field, 
large absorption area to maximize the area of biological treatment, and/or regular maintenance 
by a licensed waste management contractor.  Impacts would be less than significant. 

 
Operation and Maintenance 
A permanent septic and leach field system with a capacity of no more than a few hundred 
gallons per  day  would be i nstalled at  t he O &M bui lding t o s upport ope rations w orkers.  The 
septic system would be permitted through San Bernardino County and would include features to 
avoid any impacts to the South Ivanpah Groundwater Basin. These features may include 
locating the system away from surface water drainage features, scour protection over the 
absorption field, monitoring w ells t o i nspect a gainst c logging i n t he absorption field, l arge 
absorption area to maximize the area of biological treatment, and/or regular maintenance by a 
licensed waste management contractor.  Impacts would be less than significant. 

 

Decommissioning 
It is expected that the O&M Building, with its permanent septic and leach field system, would 
remain operational until near the end of the decommissioning period.  Following removal of that 
system, the Applicant would likely contract temporary sanitary facilities for the remainder of the 
period.   Impacts would be less than significant. 

 

4.14.4 Alternative 2: 2,385 Ac Alternative 
4.14.4.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 2 would include implementation of a portion of the solar farm in a s eparate area to 
the south of the Primm Valley Golf Course.  Based on a review of the soils and geologic setting 
of this additional area, the type of soil resource impacts there is expected to be the same as that 
for the area of the Proposed Action.  However, a substantial difference between Alternative 2 
and the Proposed Action with respect to soil resources is the proximity of Alternative 2 to the 
Ivanpah Dry Lake.  As shown in Figure 3.14-1, the facility would be directly adjacent to the Dry 
Lake under A lternative 2 a nd appr oximately 75 0 feet away under  t he P roposed Action.  This 
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difference in location could result in a difference in soil resource impacts if the characteristics of 
the soil adjacent to the Dry Lake bed are substantially different than the characteristics of the 
soil on the alluvial fan.  The potential impacts associated with these differences are evaluated in 
the discussion below. 

 
Construction 
Construction ac tivities t hat w ould af fect s oil r esources i nclude excavation, grading, and s oil 
compaction to prepare the site for installation of project components.  These activities would be 
the same under Alternative 2 as  under the Proposed Action, except they would occur over an 
area of 2,385 acres, and would therefore impact a larger area than the Proposed Action.   
 

Soil Erosion and Loss of Topsoil 
The pr oject ac tivities t hat c ould c reate t he po tential f or er osion, i ncluding r emoval of  s oil 
stabilizing vegetation and modification of stormwater velocity, would be the same for Alternative 
2 as  for the P roposed Action.  H owever, due to t he c loser pr oximity to t he D ry La ke, t he 
potential for s oil e rosion as sociated w ith A lternative 2 m ay be di fferent than the P roposed 
Action.  The D ry La ke bed s oils ar e m uch finer i n gr ain s ize t han t he alluvial f an s oils, and  
therefore could be expected to be more susceptible to water and w ind erosion.  However, with 
respect to water erosion, the Dry Lake bed is also of a flatter grade than the alluvial fan.  As a 
result, stormwater flow velocities would be lower in this area, balancing out the finer grain size.  
Also, as discussed above, even with their larger grain size, the alluvial fan soils are still 
expected to be highly susceptible to water erosion if soil stabilizing features such as vegetation 
and soil crusts are removed.  T herefore, the differences in soil type between Alternative 2 and  
the Proposed Action are not expected to create a difference in soil erosion impacts. 

The A pplicant-proposed m inimization m easures, r egulatory requirements, and m itigation 
measures that appl y t o the P roposed A ction would al so appl y t o A lternative 2.   A lternative 2  
would i nclude a voidance of  dr ainage c hannels, i mplementation o f ups tream debr is bas ins t o 
reduce stormwater flow velocities across the site, site grading to promote sheet flow, 
implementation of downstream sediment basins to capture increased sediment loads, and use 
of silt fence and fiber rolls for erosion protection.  The Applicant would construct and manage 
the basins in accordance with specifications in their Storm Water Management Plan (First Solar 
2012k).  The use of the basins, as well as the silt fence and fiber rolls, would be g overned by 
the Applicant’s Construction SWPPP, which they would be required to obtain under the Clean 
Water Act.  In addition, a variety of mitigation measures (MM-Water-7, MM-Water-8, MM-Veg-5, 
and M M-Air-1) w ould r equire t he i mplementation o f flood pr otection, soil s tabilization, and 
revegetation efforts, each of which would further protect site soils during construction.  
Therefore, impacts due to s oil erosion and loss of t opsoil would be avoided or substantially 
reduced and adverse impacts would not result due to Alternative 2. 

 

Unstable Geologic Units 
The Applicant’s geotechnical report (Geosphere Consultants 2008) identified differences 
between the alluvial fan soils and Dry Lake soils that may affect structural stability of the facility 
under Alternative 2. 

The limited laboratory testing conducted as part of the geotechnical analysis indicates that the 
near surface soils at the Stateline Solar Farm site may be sensitive to liquefaction when 
saturated with water (Geosphere Consultants 2008).  However, as discussed for the Proposed 
Action, the soils would have to be saturated to be subjected to liquefaction.  In general, the large 
depth to groundwater at both the Proposed Action and Alternative 2 project locations (more than 
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200 feet deep) implies that there is a low potential for liquefaction and lateral spreading at either 
location.  However, the proximity of the proposed facility in Alternative 2 to the Ivanpah Dry Lake 
(directly adjacent) could have an ef fect on the potential for soil saturation.  During certain times 
of the year, following heavy rainfall, the Ivanpah Dry Lake does capture standing water that can 
take weeks or months to evaporate or infiltrate.  A lthough the facility in Alternative 2 would be 
located out side o f t he 100 -year f loodplain for t he Dry Lak e, and w ould t herefore no t be  
subjected to standing water, it would be located within less than 50 feet (laterally) and at almost 
the exact same elevation as  the saturated soils on t he Dry Lake bed.   By being located very 
close t o t he D ry Lak e b ed s oils, facility s tructures under  A lternative 2 c ould be s ubjected t o 
liquefaction or lateral spreading. 

The Applicant’s geotechnical report also reported that local subsidence, in the form of sinkholes, 
has been obs erved a long the nor thern edge of Ivanpah Dry Lake near  t he solar f arm project 
site.  Again, the closer proximity of the Alternative 2 site configuration to the Dry Lake bed 
implies that Alternative 2 would have a higher risk of encountering these subsidence features 
than the Proposed Action. 

The Applicant’s geotechnical report also concluded that the soils on the Dry Lake bed have a 
moderate to high expansion potential, but that the soils outside of the Dry Lake bed have a low 
expansion potential.  The report recommended that any structures placed on the lake bed be 
designed and c onstructed t o ac count for t he pot ential for soil ex pansion.  A gain, this 
recommendation may be more applicable to the facility under Alternative 2 than the Proposed 
Action. 

Like the P roposed A ction, oc cupied s tructures u nder A lternative 2 w ould be l imited t o a few 
construction trailers and a small O&M Building that would be occupied by fewer than 10 
workers.  Alternative 2 would not include any tall structures that could catastrophically fall due to 
soil instability.  There are no nearby residents or other occupied structures that could be 
affected if a structure within the project boundary should fail.  Therefore, the impacts associated 
with any potential instability under Alternative 2 would be minimal. 

As for the Proposed Action, mitigation measure MM-PH&S-1 would address potential impacts 
related t o l iquefaction, dynamic c ompaction, s ubsidence, and ex pansive s oils.  Mitigation 
measure M M-PH&S-1 r equires that des ign-level g eotechnical s tudies t o be per formed by  t he 
Applicant shall include detailed characterization of subsurface conditions, including: 

• Identification of any potentially detrimental chemicals or soil features; 

• Excavation of potentially expansive of collapsible soils during construction and 
replacement with engineered backfill; 

• Ground-treatment processes; and 

• Redirection of surface water and drainage away from expansive soils. 

If the design-level studies were to verify the presence of the potentially higher instability hazards 
at the Alternative 2 site location, detailed facility design of the facilities under Alternative 2 would 
avoid or minimize any potential impacts. 

 

Soil Chemistry 
Similar t o t he di scussion abov e r egarding t he difference i n s oil c haracteristics bet ween t he 
Proposed Action and Alternative 2 s ite location, there are also differences in soil chemistry that 
may result in adverse impacts under Alternative 2.  The Applicant’s geotechnical report 
recommended that, because of the high concentration of water-soluble sulfates in the lakebed 
soils, c oncrete us ed i n t hese ar eas be pr otected i n ac cordance w ith A CI publication 318  
(Geosphere Consultants 2008).  Again, if the design-level studies were to verify the presence of 
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the potentially higher soil chemistry hazards at the Alternative 2 site location, detailed design of 
the facilities under Alternative 2 would avoid or minimize any potential impacts. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
All of the potential impacts discussed above for construction of Alternative 2 would also apply to 
operation and maintenance of Alternative 2.  Except for minor grading and gravel application to 
maintain access roads, no additional project activities would occur that could potentially result in 
soil erosion, damage due to unstable soils, or damage due t o soil chemistry.  Re-grading and 
re-graveling of access roads for routine maintenance would not alter the drainage patterns on-
site, and would not lead to a s ubstantial increase in erosion or loss of topsoil.  I t is anticipated 
that any  i ncrease i n s urface water r unoff resulting from permanent pr oject features would be  
location-specific, and t hat s uch e ffects w ould n ot i nfluence s urface r unoff i n a  m anner w hich 
would result in erosion or loss of topsoil. 

Like t he P roposed A ction, t he i nfrastructure ex isting on the pr oject site would c ontinue t o be 
potentially af fected by  s tormwater erosion and s edimentation, soil instability, or  soil chemistry 
throughout the operational period of Alternative 2.  A s discussed for construction above, these 
hazards may be greater under Alternative 2 than under the Proposed Action due to the different 
soil characteristics near the Dry Lake bed.  Therefore, continuing use of Best Management 
Practices and inspection and monitoring programs would be required throughout the operational 
period to verify that constructed features, including stormwater management systems, 
compacted s oil surface, roads, and vegetated areas continue to function as  specified in the 
Applicant’s m anagement pl ans, per mits, and  B LM-specified m itigation measures.  M itigation 
measure M M-Water-9 w ould require that the stormwater management systems be  operated, 
maintained, and monitored in accordance with the Applicant’s Storm Water Management Plan 
(First S olar 2012 k), and t hat r esponse ac tions be t aken t o addr ess any  identified er osion, 
sedimentation, or stormwater damage issues. 

 

Decommissioning 
Decommissioning o f t he S tateline S olar Fa rm s ite unde r A lternative 2 w ould be done i n 
accordance with the Applicant’s preliminary Closure, Decommissioning, and Reclamation Plan 
(First Solar 2012d), required as par t of mitigation measure MM-Lands-2.  The activities that 
would t ake pl ace dur ing t he dec ommissioning p rocess, i ncluding r emoval of  s ite s tructures, 
grading, and revegetation, would be the same under Alternative 2 as with the Proposed Action, 
and therefore the potential impacts would be the same. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
Modification of the boundary of the Ivanpah DWMA as part of Alternative 2 would not have any 
effect on s oil r esources.  By p lacing l imitations on f uture l and us es that cause s urface 
disturbance w ithin t he newly added 23,012 acre area, t his action would provide a beneficial 
impact in reducing the potential for the disturbance of existing soil resources. 

 

4.14.4.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Significance conclusions for the impacts identified for each phase of the project (Construction, 
Operation and M aintenance, D ecommissioning) ar e pr esented bel ow based on t he C EQA 
Significance Criteria.  O nly those significance criteria which were determined to be relevant to 
the project are addressed below: 
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SR-1 
Construction, Operations and Maintenance, and Decommissioning 
The p roject s ite unde r Alternative 2 i s not  l ocated c lose enou gh t o a ny of  the surrounding 
hillside mountains to be affected by either a debr is flow or a landslide.  No impact would occur 
under project construction, operations and maintenance, or decommissioning. 
 

SR-2 
Construction 
Similar to the Proposed Action, modification of erosion-potential characteristics during 
construction of Alternative 2 c ould occur from removal of soil-stabilizing vegetation, or from an 
increase in stormwater flow velocity through a reduction in infiltration rate or modification of flow 
paths.  Removal of stabilizing materials and modification of flow paths would likely lead to an 
increase in soil erosion off of the site, and an i ncrease in sedimentation in downstream areas.  
In the abs ence o f pr otective m easures, p roject i nfrastructure w ould be s ubject to po tential 
damage from flash flooding on the alluvial fan.  Without implementation of mitigation measures, 
potential soil erosion impacts would be significant. 

The measures proposed by the Applicant in their Plan of Development (First Solar 2011) and 
Storm Water Management Plan (First Solar 2012k) would be i mplemented under Alternative 2.   
These measures would also be required and regulated under a Construction SWPPP, which the 
Applicant would be required to obtain under the Clean Water Act.  In addition, a variety of 
mitigation measures (MM-Water-7, M M-Water-8, M M-Veg-5, and M M-Air-1) would r equire the 
implementation o f flood pr otection, s oil s tabilization, and r evegetation efforts, eac h o f w hich 
would further pr otect site soils during construction of Alternative 2.  The potential for 
construction o f A lternative 2 t o cause e rosion o r l oss o f topsoil would be m inimized by  t hese 
BMPs, regulatory requirements, and mitigation measures.  Potential impacts under significance 
criterion SR-2 would be less than significant after implementation of mitigation measures. 
 

Operation and Maintenance 
Like construction, the operation and maintenance of Alternative 2 c ould result in increased soil 
erosion if stormwater management systems are not maintained and operated as specified in the 
Applicant’s S torm Water M anagement P lan and t he mitigation measures.  Without 
implementation of mitigation measures, potential soil erosion impacts would be significant.  
Therefore, mitigation measures MM-Water-7, MM-Water-9, and M M-Veg-5 would require t he 
implementation of flood protection, stormwater management, soil stabilization, and revegetation 
efforts, each of which would further protect site soils during operation of Alternative 2.  Potential 
impacts under significance criterion SR-2 would be less than significant after implementation of 
mitigation measures. 
 

Decommissioning 
Earth-disturbing activities during decommissioning of Alternative 2 would be similar to those 
required dur ing c onstruction, i ncluding ex cavation and gr ading.  These ac tivities c ould 
potentially increase the risk of soil erosion due to removal of stabilizing f eatures s uch as 
structures, v egetation, soil c rusts, and roads.  A lthough pr otective m easures s uch a s 
stormwater management systems and BMPs (silt fences and fiber rolls) would protect site soils 
from er osion du ring c onstruction, these features w ould be r emoved dur ing dec ommissioning, 
and w ould not  be pr esent t o p rotect s ite s oils dur ing most o f the de commissioning per iod.  
Instead, protection of site soils during decommissioning would be dependent on re-
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establishment of original site drainage, vegetation, and soil crusts.  In desert environments, 
these processes can take substantial lengths of time, so impacts could occur for the long-term 
during decommissioning.  Without implementation of mitigation measures, potential soil erosion 
impacts under Alternative 2 would be significant. 

Alternative 2 would i nclude i mplementation of  dec ommissioning i n ac cordance w ith t he 
Applicant’s pr eliminary C losure, Decommissioning, and R eclamation P lan ( First Solar 2012d), 
as required by  m itigation measure MM-Lands-2.  This m itigation measure would f acilitate s ite 
revegetation as rapidly as possible.  P otential impacts under criterion SR-2 would be l ess than 
significant with the implementation of this mitigation measure. 
 

SR-3 
Construction, Operations and Maintenance, and Decommissioning 
Impacts due to placement of the facility directly on unstable soils under Alternative 2 could occur 
due to liquefaction, lateral spreading, dynamic compaction or hydrocompaction, or subsidence.  
As discussed for construction, the potential for these impacts may be g reater under Alternative 
2 than under the Proposed Action due to the different soil characteristics near the Dry Lake bed.  
Potential adv erse i mpacts as sociated w ith t hese pr ocesses c ould i nclude des tabilization of  
project i nfrastructure, r esulting i n s tability haz ards t o i nfrastructure i n the i mmediate v icinity.  
The potential for these impacts, and the consequences of the impact, would be t he same for 
project construction, operations and maintenance, and decommissioning. 

Although t he s ite’s geologic s etting and s oil c haracteristics could r esult i n the p resence of 
unstable uni ts, any  pot ential i mpacts r esulting from these uns table uni ts w ould be m inimal.  
Occupied structures on the facility would be limited to a few construction trailers and, ultimately, 
a small O&M Building that would be occupied by fewer than 10 workers.  The proposed facility 
under Alternative 2 would not include any tall structures that could catastrophically fall due to 
soil instability.  There are no nearby residents or other occupied structures that could be 
affected if a structure within the project boundary should fail.  Therefore, the impacts associated 
with any  pot ential i nstability would be less t han s ignificant.  Fur ther geotechnical s tudies and  
implementation of appropriate project design, as required by mitigation measures MM-PH&S-1, 
would further reduce the potential for impacts under significance criterion SR-3 to a less-than-
significant level. 

 

SR-4 
Construction, Operations and Maintenance, and Decommissioning 
Impacts due to placement of the facility directly on unstable soils under Alternative 2 could occur 
due t o ex pansive s oils.  The A pplicant’s geotechnical r eport ( Geosphere C onsultants 2008 ) 
concluded t hat s oils on and near  the D ry La ke c ould be ex pansive.  Fur ther geotechnical 
studies and i mplementation of  appr opriate pr oject des ign, as  r equired b y m itigation m easure 
MM-PH&S-1, would further reduce the potential for impacts under significance criterion SR-4 to 
a less-than-significant level. 

 

SR-5 
Construction 
Under Alternative 2, a temporary septic system and leach field with a capacity of no more than 
3,000 gallons per  day  would be i nstalled near  the t emporary c onstruction t railers, i n or der to 
support construction workers.  The septic system would be permitted through San Bernardino 
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County and would i nclude f eatures t o av oid an y i mpacts t o t he S outh I vanpah G roundwater 
Basin. These features may i nclude l ocating t he s ystem aw ay f rom s urface w ater dr ainage 
features, scour protection over the absorption field, monitoring wells to inspect against clogging 
in the absorption field, large absorption area to maximize the area of biological treatment, and/or 
regular maintenance by a l icensed waste management contractor.  Impacts would be less than 
significant. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Under Alternative 2, a permanent septic and leach field system with a capacity of no more than 
a few hundr ed g allons per day  would be i nstalled at  t he O &M bui lding t o s upport ope rations 
workers.  T he s eptic s ystem w ould be per mitted t hrough S an B ernardino C ounty and would 
include features to avoid any impacts to the South Ivanpah Groundwater Basin. These features 
may include locating the system away f rom surface water drainage features, scour protection 
over t he abs orption field, m onitoring w ells t o i nspect a gainst c logging i n t he abs orption field, 
large absorption area to maximize the area of biological treatment, and/or regular maintenance 
by a licensed waste management contractor.  Impacts would be less than significant. 

 

Decommissioning 
It is expected that the O&M Building, with its permanent septic and leach field system, would 
remain operational until near the end of the decommissioning period of Alternative 2.  Following 
removal of that system, the Applicant would likely contract temporary sanitary facilities for the 
remainder of the period.   Impacts would be less than significant. 

 

4.14.5 Alternative 3: 2,151 Ac Alternative 
4.14.5.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 3 is conceptually similar to the Proposed Action (Alternative 1), but would be placed 
within a di fferent l and area w hich c omprises 2,151 ac res.  The l and ar ea a ssociated w ith 
Alternative 3 would partially overlap with the land area associated with the Proposed Action, but 
would be shifted towards the south and east. 

Similar to Alternative 2, a substantial difference between Alternative 3 and the Proposed Action 
with r espect t o s oil r esources i s t he proximity of  A lternative 3 t o t he Ivanpah D ry L ake.  A s 
shown in Figure 3.14-1, the facility would be directly adjacent to the Dry Lake under Alternative 
3 and approximately 750 feet away under the Proposed Action.  The relationship of the facility to 
the D ry Lak e under  A lternative 3 would be s imilar t o t hat o f A lternative 2.   T herefore, t he 
construction, ope rations and m aintenance, and  dec ommissioning i mpacts di scussed for t his 
area for A lternative 2,  including i mpacts as sociated w ith s oil er osion and l oss o f topsoil, 
unstable geologic units, and soil chemistry, would also apply to Alternative 3. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
Modification of the boundary of the Ivanpah DWMA as part of Alternative 3 would not have any 
effect on s oil r esources.  By p lacing l imitations on f uture l and us es that cause surface 
disturbance w ithin t he newly added 23,246 acre area, t his action would provide a beneficial 
impact in reducing the potential for the disturbance of existing soil resources.   
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4.14.5.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Significance conclusions for the impacts identified for each phase of the project (Construction, 
Operation and M aintenance, D ecommissioning) ar e pr esented bel ow based on t he C EQA 
Significance Criteria.  O nly those significance criteria which were determined to be relevant to 
the project are addressed below: 

 
SR-1 
Construction, Operations and Maintenance, and Decommissioning 
The project s ite unde r Alternative 3 i s not  l ocated c lose enou gh t o a ny of  the surrounding 
hillside mountains to be affected by either a debr is flow or a landslide.  No impact would occur 
under project construction, operations and maintenance, or decommissioning. 
 

SR-2 
Construction 
Similar to the Proposed Action, modification of erosion-potential characteristics during 
construction of Alternative 3 c ould occur from removal of  soil-stabilizing vegetation, or from an 
increase in stormwater flow velocity through a reduction in infiltration rate or modification of flow 
paths.  Removal of stabilizing materials and modification of flow paths would likely lead to an 
increase in soil erosion off of the site, and an i ncrease in sedimentation in downstream areas.  
In the abs ence o f pr otective m easures, p roject i nfrastructure w ould be s ubject to po tential 
damage from flash flooding on the alluvial fan.  Without implementation of mitigation measures, 
potential soil erosion impacts would be significant. 

The measures proposed by the Applicant in their Plan of Development (First Solar 2011) and 
Storm Water Management Plan (First Solar 2012k) would be i mplemented under Alternative 3.   
These measures would also be required and regulated under a Construction SWPPP, which the 
Applicant would be required to obtain under the Clean Water Act.  In addition, a variety of 
mitigation measures (MM-Water-7, M M-Water-8, M M-Veg-5, and M M-Air-1) would r equire the 
implementation o f flood pr otection, s oil s tabilization, and r evegetation efforts, eac h o f w hich 
would further pr otect site soils during construction of Alternative 3.  The potential f or 
construction o f A lternative 3 t o cause e rosion o r l oss o f topsoil would be m inimized by  t hese 
BMPs, regulatory requirements, and mitigation measures.  Potential impacts under significance 
criterion SR-2 would be less than significant after implementation of mitigation measures. 
 

Operation and Maintenance 
Like construction, the operation and maintenance of Alternative 3 c ould result in increased soil 
erosion if stormwater management systems are not maintained and operated as specified in the 
Applicant’s S torm Water M anagement P lan and t he mitigation measures.  Without 
implementation of mitigation measures, potential soil erosion impacts would be significant.  
Therefore, mitigation measures MM-Water-7, MM-Water-9, and MM-Veg-5 w ould require the 
implementation of flood protection, stormwater management, soil stabilization, and revegetation 
efforts, each of which would further protect site soils during operation of Alternative 3.  Potential 
impacts under significance criterion SR-2 would be less than significant after implementation of 
mitigation measures. 
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Decommissioning 
Earth-disturbing activities during decommissioning of Alternative 3 would be similar to those 
required dur ing c onstruction, i ncluding ex cavation and gr ading.  These ac tivities c ould 
potentially increase the risk of soil erosion due to removal of stabilizing features s uch as 
structures, v egetation, soil c rusts, and roads.  A lthough pr otective m easures s uch a s 
stormwater management systems and BMPs (silt fences and fiber rolls) would protect site soils 
from er osion du ring c onstruction, these features w ould be r emoved dur ing dec ommissioning, 
and w ould not  be pr esent t o p rotect s ite s oils dur ing most o f the de commissioning per iod.  
Instead, protection of site soils during decommissioning would be dependent on re-
establishment of original site drainage, vegetation, and soil crusts.  In desert environments, 
these processes can take substantial lengths of time, so impacts could occur for the long-term 
during decommissioning.  Without implementation of mitigation measures, potential soil erosion 
impacts under Alternative 3 would be significant. 

Alternative 3 would i nclude i mplementation of  d ecommissioning in ac cordance w ith t he 
Applicant’s pr eliminary C losure, Decommissioning, and R eclamation P lan ( First Solar 2012d), 
as required by  m itigation measure MM-Lands-2.  This m itigation measure would f acilitate s ite 
revegetation as rapidly as possible.  P otential impacts under criterion SR-2 would be l ess than 
significant with the implementation of this mitigation measure. 
 

SR-3 
Construction, Operations and Maintenance, and Decommissioning 
Impacts due to placement of the facility directly on unstable soils under Alternative 3 could occur 
due to liquefaction, lateral spreading, dynamic compaction or hydrocompaction, or subsidence.  
As discussed for construction, the potential for these impacts may be g reater under Alternative 
3 than under the Proposed Action due to the different soil characteristics near the Dry Lake bed.  
Potential adv erse i mpacts as sociated w ith t hese pr ocesses c ould i nclude des tabilization of  
project i nfrastructure, r esulting i n s tability haz ards t o i nfrastructure i n the i mmediate v icinity.  
The potential for these impacts, and the consequences of the impact, would be t he same for 
project construction, operations and maintenance, and decommissioning. 

Although t he site’s geologic s etting and s oil c haracteristics could r esult i n the p resence of 
unstable uni ts, any  pot ential i mpacts r esulting from these uns table uni ts w ould be m inimal.  
Occupied structures on the facility would be limited to a few construction trailers and, ultimately, 
a small O&M Building that would be occupied by fewer than 10 workers.  The proposed facility 
under Alternative 3 would not include any tall structures that could catastrophically fall due to 
soil instability.  There are no nearby residents or other occupied structures that could be 
affected if a structure within the project boundary should fail.  Therefore, the impacts associated 
with any  pot ential i nstability would be less t han s ignificant.  Fur ther geotechnical s tudies and  
implementation of appropriate project design, as required by mitigation measures MM-PH&S-1, 
would further reduce the potential for impacts under significance criterion SR-3 to a less-than-
significant level. 

 

SR-4 
Construction, Operations and Maintenance, and Decommissioning 
Impacts due to placement of the facility directly on unstable soils under Alternative 3 could occur 
due t o ex pansive s oils.  The A pplicant’s geotechnical r eport ( Geosphere C onsultants 2008 ) 
concluded t hat s oils on and near  the D ry La ke c ould be ex pansive.  Further g eotechnical 
studies and i mplementation of  appr opriate pr oject des ign, as  r equired b y m itigation m easure 
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MM-PH&S-1, would further reduce the potential for impacts under significance criterion SR-4 to 
a less-than-significant level. 

 

SR-5 
Construction 
Under Alternative 3, a temporary septic system and leach field with a capacity of no more than 
3,000 gallons per  day  would be i nstalled near the t emporary c onstruction t railers, i n or der to 
support construction workers.  The septic system would be permitted through San Bernardino 
County and would i nclude f eatures t o av oid an y i mpacts t o t he S outh I vanpah G roundwater 
Basin. These features may i nclude l ocating t he s ystem aw ay f rom s urface w ater dr ainage 
features, scour protection over the absorption field, monitoring wells to inspect against clogging 
in the absorption field, large absorption area to maximize the area of biological treatment, and/or 
regular maintenance by a l icensed waste management contractor.  Impacts would be less than 
significant. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Under Alternative 3, a permanent septic and leach field system with a capacity of no more than 
a few hundr ed g allons per day  would be i nstalled at  t he O &M bui lding t o s upport ope rations 
workers.  T he s eptic s ystem w ould be per mitted t hrough S an B ernardino C ounty and would 
include features to avoid any impacts to the South Ivanpah Groundwater Basin. These features 
may include locating the system away f rom surface water drainage features, scour protection 
over t he abs orption field, m onitoring w ells t o i nspect a gainst c logging i n t he abs orption field, 
large absorption area to maximize the area of biological treatment, and/or regular maintenance 
by a licensed waste management contractor.  Impacts would be less than significant. 

 

Decommissioning 
It is expected that the O&M Building, with its permanent septic and leach field system, would 
remain operational until near the end of the decommissioning period of Alternative 3.  Following 
removal of that system, the Applicant would likely contract temporary sanitary facilities for the 
remainder of the period.   Impacts would be less than significant. 

 

4.14.6 Alternative 4: Reduced Acreage Alternative 
4.14.6.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 4 is conceptually similar to the Proposed Action (Alternative 1), but would be placed 
within a di fferent l and area w hich c omprises 1,766 ac res.  The l and ar ea a ssociated w ith 
Alternative 4 would be the same as the northern portion of the bifurcated footprint of Alternative 
2.  This northern portion i s t he part o f the A lternative 2 l ayout t hat i s l ocated adjacent to the 
Ivanpah Dry Lake bed.   T he facility under A lternative 4  would be  di rectly adjacent t o t he Dry 
Lake, as  oppos ed to b eing approximately 750 f eet aw ay under  t he P roposed A ction.  The 
relationship of the facility to the Dry Lake under Alternative 4 would be similar to that of 
Alternative 2.  Therefore, the construction, operations and m aintenance, and decommissioning 
impacts discussed for this area for Alternative 2, including impacts associated with soil erosion 
and loss of topsoil, unstable geologic units, and soil chemistry, would also apply to Alternative 4. 
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Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
Modification of the boundary of the Ivanpah DWMA as part of Alternative 4 would not have any 
effect on s oil r esources.  By p lacing l imitations on f uture l and us es that cause surface 
disturbance w ithin t he newly added 23,631 acre area, t his action would provide a beneficial 
impact in reducing the potential for the disturbance of existing soil resources.   

 

4.14.6.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Significance conclusions for the impacts identified for each phase of the project (Construction, 
Operation and M aintenance, D ecommissioning) ar e pr esented bel ow based on t he C EQA 
Significance Criteria.  Only those significance criteria which were determined to be r elevant to 
the project are addressed below: 

 

SR-1 
Construction, Operations and Maintenance, and Decommissioning 
The p roject s ite unde r Alternative 4 is not  l ocated c lose enou gh t o a ny o f t he s urrounding 
hillside mountains to be affected by either a debr is flow or a landslide.  No impact would occur 
under pr oject c onstruction, oper ations and maintenance, or  de commissioning. In addi tion, 
Alternative 4 would not result in a substantial lessening of any significant environmental impacts 
as compared to the other alternatives. 
 

SR-2 
Construction 
Similar to the Proposed Action, modification of erosion-potential characteristics during 
construction of Alternative 4 could occur from removal of  soil-stabilizing vegetation, or from an 
increase in stormwater flow velocity through a reduction in infiltration rate or modification of flow 
paths.  Removal of stabilizing materials and modification of flow paths would likely lead to an 
increase in soil erosion off of the site, and an i ncrease in sedimentation in downstream areas.  
In the abs ence o f pr otective m easures, p roject i nfrastructure w ould be s ubject to po tential 
damage from flash flooding on the alluvial fan.  Without implementation of mitigation measures, 
potential soil erosion impacts would be significant. 

The measures proposed by the Applicant in their Plan of Development (First Solar 2011) and 
Storm Water Management Plan (First Solar 2012k) would be i mplemented under Alternative 4.   
These measures would also be required and regulated under a Construction SWPPP, which the 
Applicant would be required to obtain under the Clean Water Act.  In addition, a variety of 
mitigation measures (MM-Water-7, M M-Water-8, M M-Veg-5, and M M-Air-1) would r equire the 
implementation o f flood pr otection, s oil s tabilization, and r evegetation efforts, eac h o f w hich 
would further pr otect site soils during construction of Alternative 4.  T he potential f or 
construction o f A lternative 4 to cause e rosion o r l oss o f topsoil would be m inimized by  t hese 
BMPs, regulatory requirements, and mitigation measures.  Potential impacts under significance 
criterion S R-2 w ould be  l ess t han s ignificant a fter i mplementation o f m itigation m easures. In 
addition, A lternative 4 w ould not  r esult i n a s ubstantial l essening o f any  s ignificant 
environmental impacts as compared to the other alternatives. 
 

Operation and Maintenance 
Like construction, the operation and maintenance of Alternative 4 could result in increased soil 
erosion if stormwater management systems are not maintained and operated as specified in the 
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Applicant’s S torm Water M anagement P lan and t he mitigation measures.  Without 
implementation of mitigation measures, potential soil erosion impacts would be significant.  
Therefore, m itigation m easures MM-Water-7, MM-Water-9, and M M-Veg-5 would require t he 
implementation of flood protection, stormwater management, soil stabilization, and revegetation 
efforts, each of which would further protect site soils during operation of Alternative 4.  Potential 
impacts under significance criterion SR-2 would be less than significant after implementation of 
mitigation measures. In addition, Alternative 4 would not result in a substantial lessening of any 
significant environmental impacts as compared to the other alternatives. 
 

Decommissioning 
Earth-disturbing activities during decommissioning of Alternative 4 would be similar to those 
required dur ing c onstruction, i ncluding ex cavation and gr ading.  These ac tivities c ould 
potentially increase the risk of soil erosion due to removal of stabilizing features such as 
structures, v egetation, soil c rusts, and roads.  A lthough pr otective m easures s uch a s 
stormwater management systems and BMPs (silt fences and fiber rolls) would protect site soils 
from er osion du ring construction, these features w ould be r emoved dur ing dec ommissioning, 
and w ould not  be pr esent t o p rotect s ite s oils dur ing most o f the de commissioning per iod.  
Instead, protection of site soils during decommissioning would be dependent on re-
establishment of original site drainage, vegetation, and soil crusts.  In desert environments, 
these processes can take substantial lengths of time, so impacts could occur for the long-term 
during decommissioning.  Without implementation of mitigation measures, potential soil erosion 
impacts under Alternative 4 would be significant. 

Alternative 4 would i nclude i mplementation of  dec ommissioning i n ac cordance w ith t he 
Applicant’s pr eliminary C losure, Decommissioning, and R eclamation P lan ( First Solar 2012d), 
as required by m itigation measure MM-Lands-2.  This m itigation measure would f acilitate s ite 
revegetation as rapidly as possible.  P otential impacts under criterion SR-2 would be l ess than 
significant with the implementation o f t his mitigation measure. In addi tion, A lternative 4 w ould 
not result in a substantial lessening of any significant environmental impacts as compared to the 
other alternatives. 
 

SR-3 
Construction, Operations and Maintenance, and Decommissioning 
Impacts due to placement of the facility directly on unstable soils under Alternative 4 could occur 
due to liquefaction, lateral spreading, dynamic compaction or hydrocompaction, or subsidence.  
As discussed for construction, the potential for these impacts may be g reater under Alternative 
4 than under the Proposed Action due to the different soil characteristics near the Dry Lake bed.  
Potential adv erse i mpacts as sociated w ith t hese pr ocesses c ould i nclude des tabilization of  
project i nfrastructure, r esulting i n s tability haz ards to i nfrastructure i n the i mmediate v icinity.  
The potential for these impacts, and the consequences of the impact, would be t he same for 
project construction, operations and maintenance, and decommissioning. 

Although t he s ite’s geologic s etting and s oil c haracteristics c ould result in t he presence o f 
unstable uni ts, any  pot ential i mpacts r esulting from these uns table uni ts w ould be m inimal.  
Occupied structures on the facility would be limited to a few construction trailers and, ultimately, 
a small O&M Building that would be occupied by fewer than 10 workers.  The proposed facility 
under Alternative 4 would not include any tall structures that could catastrophically fall due to 
soil instability.  There are no nearby residents or other occupied structures that c ould be 
affected if a structure within the project boundary should fail.  Therefore, the impacts associated 
with any  pot ential i nstability would be less t han s ignificant.  Fur ther geotechnical s tudies and  
implementation of appropriate project design, as required by mitigation measures MM-PH&S-1, 
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would further reduce the potential for impacts under significance criterion SR-3 to a l ess-than-
significant level. In addition, Alternative 4 would not result in a substantial lessening of any 
significant environmental impacts as compared to the other alternatives. 

 

SR-4 
Construction, Operations and Maintenance, and Decommissioning 
Impacts due to placement of the facility directly on unstable soils under Alternative 4 could occur 
due t o ex pansive s oils.  The A pplicant’s geotechnical r eport ( Geosphere C onsultants 2008 ) 
concluded t hat s oils on and near  the D ry La ke c ould be ex pansive.  Fur ther geotechnical 
studies and i mplementation of  appr opriate pr oject des ign, as  r equired b y m itigation m easure 
MM-PH&S-1, would further reduce the potential for impacts under significance criterion SR-4 to 
a less-than-significant level. In addition, Alternative 4 would not result in a substantial lessening 
of any significant environmental impacts as compared to the other alternatives. 

 

SR-5 
Construction 
Under Alternative 4, a temporary septic system and leach field with a capacity of no more than 
3,000 gallons per  day  would be i nstalled near  the t emporary c onstruction t railers, i n or der to 
support construction workers.  The septic system would be permitted through San Bernardino 
County and would i nclude f eatures t o av oid an y i mpacts t o t he S outh I vanpah G roundwater 
Basin. These features may i nclude l ocating t he s ystem aw ay f rom s urface w ater dr ainage 
features, scour protection over the absorption field, monitoring wells to inspect against clogging 
in the absorption field, large absorption area to maximize the area of biological treatment, and/or 
regular maintenance by a l icensed waste management contractor.  Impacts would be less than 
significant. In addition, Alternative 4 would not result in a substantial lessening of any significant 
environmental impacts as compared to the other alternatives. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Under Alternative 4, a permanent septic and leach field system with a capacity of no more than 
a few hundr ed g allons per day  would be i nstalled at  t he O &M bui lding t o s upport ope rations 
workers.  T he s eptic s ystem w ould be per mitted t hrough S an B ernardino C ounty and would 
include features to avoid any impacts to the South Ivanpah Groundwater Basin. These features 
may include locating the system away f rom surface water drainage features, scour protection 
over t he abs orption field, m onitoring w ells t o i nspect a gainst c logging i n t he abs orption field, 
large absorption area to maximize the area of biological treatment, and/or regular maintenance 
by a  l icensed waste m anagement c ontractor.  I mpacts w ould be less t han s ignificant. In 
addition, A lternative 4 w ould not  r esult i n a s ubstantial l essening o f any  s ignificant 
environmental impacts as compared to the other alternatives. 

 

Decommissioning 
It is expected that the O&M Building, with its permanent septic and leach field system, would 
remain operational until near the end of the decommissioning period of Alternative 4.  Following 
removal of that system, the Applicant would likely contract temporary sanitary facilities for the 
remainder of the period.   Impacts would be less than significant. In addition, Alternative 4 would 
not result in a substantial lessening of any significant environmental impacts as compared to the 
other alternatives. 
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4.14.7 Alternative 5: No Action Alternative 
4.14.7.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under Alternative 5, the Proposed Action would not be approved and BLM would not amend the 
CDCA Plan.  As a r esult, no solar energy project would be constructed on the project site and 
BLM would continue to manage the site consistent with the existing land use designation in the 
CDCA Plan.  Therefore, the impacts of the Proposed Action would not occur.  However, the land 
on which the project is proposed would become available to other uses that are consistent with 
BLM’s CDCA plan, including another renewable energy project. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The boundaries of the existing Ivanpah DWMA would not be modified under Alternative 5.  Land 
uses as sociated w ith t he I vanpah D WMA w ould c ontinue as  t hey ar e t oday.  B ecause the 
boundary of the DWMA would not be m odified, the associated land area of  more than 23,000 
acres would be a vailable to other land uses, as are acceptable in the CDCA Plan.  T herefore, 
the No Action Alternative would not have the potential beneficial impact to soil resources 
associated w ith l imiting future l and us es i n that area as sociated w ith t he am endments t o the 
boundaries of the existing Ivanpah DWMA. 

Overall, the No Action Alternative would not have any adverse impact on s oil resources, but it 
also would not have any of the beneficial impacts associated with limiting future land uses. 

 

4.14.7.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
No impacts would occur to soil resources under Alternative 5. 

 

4.14.8 Alternative 6: No Project, Exclude Solar Alternative 
4.14.8.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 6 w ould i nclude a finding by  B LM t hat the s ite i s no t s uitable for s olar ene rgy 
development, and no pr oject would be approved. As a result, no solar energy project would be 
constructed on the s ite, and the B LM w ould c ontinue t o m anage t he s ite c onsistent w ith t he 
existing land use designation in the CDCA Plan.  It is expected that the site would remain in its 
existing condition unless another use is designated in this amendment.  As a result, no ground 
disturbing activities would occur, and there would therefore be no potential for impacts to soil 
resources. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The boundaries of the existing Ivanpah DWMA would not be modified under Alternative 6.  Land 
uses associated with the Ivanpah DWMA would continue as they are today.  This action would 
not have any adverse impact on soil resources. 

 

4.14.8.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
No impacts would occur to soil resources under Alternative 6. 
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4.14.9 Alternative 7: No Project, Approve Solar Alternative 
4.14.9.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 7 w ould i nclude a finding by  B LM t hat the s ite i s no t s uitable for s olar ene rgy 
development, and none of the action alternatives would be approved.  The Stateline Solar Farm 
Project would not be constructed on the project site and the project site would remain vacant in 
the near -term.  U nder this al ternative, t he B LM w ould not  appr ove t he pr oposed facility, but  
would am end t he C DCA P lan t o al low f or o ther s olar pr ojects on the site.  A s a result, i t i s 
possible that another solar energy project could be constructed on the site. 

If this were to occur, it is likely that construction, operation, and decommissioning impacts to soil 
resources would be similar to the impacts described for Alternative 1.  Specific impacts could 
depend on the siting of the future facility with respect to the Dry Lake bed, and would need to be 
assessed in a project-specific environmental evaluation. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The boundaries of the existing Ivanpah DWMA would not be modified under Alternative 7.  Land 
uses associated with the Ivanpah DWMA would continue as they are today.  If a solar or other 
renewable energy facility is pr oposed on the site in t he future, the i mpact on  soil resources 
would be considered in a project-specific environmental analysis that would occur at that time. 

 

4.14.9.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
There would be no impacts to soil resources under Alternative 7. 

 

4.14.10 Cumulative Impacts 
4.14.10.1 Geographic Extent/Context 
The geographic extent for analysis of cumulative impacts related to soil resources is the project 
site itself. Any potential impacts to soil resources related to construction, operation and 
maintenance, and decommissioning of the proposed Stateline facility would be site-specific and 
would only occur within the proposed project boundary; off-site soil resources would not be 
affected. 

 

4.14.10.2 Existing Cumulative Conditions 
Past and c urrent ac tivities t hat hav e a ffected s oil r esources w ithin t he P roject S tudy A rea 
include di rt r oads ( BLM-designated open r outes), t he P rimm R esorts groundwater pr oduction 
wells and pipeline, transmission lines, and grazing. 

 

4.14.10.3 Reasonably Foreseeable Projects 
Table 4. 1-1 pr ovides a l ist of  c urrent and r easonably f oreseeable pr ojects, i ncluding ot her 
proposed or  appr oved r enewable ener gy pr ojects, v arious B LM aut horized ac tions/activities, 
proposed or approved projects within the County’s jurisdiction, and ot her actions/activities that 
the agencies consider reasonably foreseeable.  Table 4.1-2 summarizes the cumulative projects 
that would have the potential t o combine with the Proposed Action and result i n cumulative 
impacts t o geological resources.  M ost o f t hese pr ojects hav e ei ther un dergone i ndependent 
environmental review pursuant to NEPA and/or CEQA, or will do s o prior to approval.  E ven if 
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environmental r eview has  not  been completed for t he cumulative pr ojects des cribed i n T able 
4.1-2, their effects were considered in the cumulative impacts analysis in the draft EIS/EIR. 

The only reasonably foreseeable project within the Project Study Area is the EITP. 

 

4.14.10.4 Cumulative Impacts associated with Proposed Action 
Construction 
The pas t and c urrent activities i n t he Project S tudy A rea have r esulted in compaction o f soil, 
modification of drainage pathways, and removal of vegetation and soil crusts.  Compaction of 
soil and m odification o f drainage pa thways has  likely m odified s oil i nfiltration r ates i n l imited 
areas ( on and near  di rt r oads), l eading to l ocalized er osion.  E rosion rates may al so ha ve 
increased in limited areas due to removal of vegetation and soil crusts. 

Construction of the proposed Stateline facility would el iminate any past or current soil impacts 
associated w ith t he pas t and c urrent pr ojects.  Project c onstruction w ould i nclude vegetation 
removal, gr ading, and e xcavation t hroughout the 2, 143 ac re Proposed A ction ar ea.  These 
activities would erase any trace of previous soil compaction, drainage modification, or removal 
of vegetation.  Although adverse soil impacts could occur and would be mitigated, as discussed 
in Section 4.14.3.1, these impacts would not combine with the impacts from the past and current 
projects.  Instead, any impacts from the past and current projects would cease to exist, and the 
soil resources within the project area would be entirely modified by the new project. 

Construction o f E ITP would be e xpected to have a s imilar impact in a limited area within the 
Project Study Area, but not within the proposed facility itself.  The width of the construction zone 
for EITP would be approximately 130 feet wide, and the ROW would pass through the Stateline 
Project Study Area for a distance of 2 miles, resulting in 31 ac res of soil disturbance within the 
Project Study Area.  Although this disturbance would be in close proximity to the proposed 
Stateline facilities, t he t wo pr ojects w ould not  overlap, ex cept for the need t o c onstruct the 
Stateline facility access road across the EITP ROW. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Once c onstruction has  been c ompleted, any  s oil c ompaction, m odification of  d rainages, or  
affects from r emoval of  vegetation or  soil c rusts from pr evious pr ojects would cease t o ex ist.  
Also, t he onl y f uture pr oject i n the ar ea, E ITP, w ould not  oc cur w ithin t he footprint o f the 
proposed S tateline facility.  Therefore, any  i mpacts a ssociated w ith s oil r esources i n the 
geographic area of interest would be those associated with the Stateline project itself.  No other 
projects would contribute to cumulative impacts to soil resources within the project area. 

 

Decommissioning 
Similar to operations, no other projects would contribute to cumulative impacts to soil resources 
within the project area during the lifetime of the project. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 

Modification of the boundary of the Ivanpah DWMA as part of the Proposed Action would not be 
anticipated to hav e adv erse i mpacts on s oil resources.  P ast and  c urrent pr ojects w ithin t he 
newly added 23, 254 acre area, including transmission lines, pipelines, grazing, and di rt roads, 
have l ikely r esulted i n l ocalized s oil c ompaction, m odification o f d rainages, and removal o f 
vegetation.  The s oil r esource i mpacts as sociated w ith t hese ac tivities w ould c ontinue.  
However, because future land uses would be limited in the DWMA, no additional projects that 
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could impact soil resources on a l arge scale would be implemented.  B y placing limitations on 
future land uses that cause surface disturbance within the newly added 23,254 acre area, this 
action would contribute to a cumulative beneficial impact in reducing the potential for the 
disturbance o f ex isting soil r esources by  ot her p rojects i n the future.  A s a r esult, t his ac tion 
would have a beneficial impact on soil resources within the newly protected area. 

 

4.14.10.5 CEQA Significance Determinations 
As di scussed abov e, c onstruction, ope ration, and dec ommissioning o f the pr oposed facility 
would not combine with the effects of any other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable 
projects.  I mpacts o f the pr oject itself c ould b e s ignificant, and w ould be r educed t hrough 
mitigation t o less-than-significant l evels.  H owever, the pr oject would not  c ombine w ith ot her 
projects to result in a cumulative impact.  No cumulative impact would occur.  

 

4.14.10.6 Alternatives 
Alternative 2: 2,385 Ac Alternative 
Similar t o the P roposed A ction, A lternative 2 w ould not  c ombine w ith any pas t, p resent, or  
reasonably f oreseeable pr ojects to c reate c umulative s oil r esources i mpacts.  I mpacts 
associated w ith A lternative 2 i tself c ould oc cur, and  these w ould be addr essed by  
implementation of the Applicant’s Storm Water Management Plan, regulatory requirements, and 
mitigation measures.  However, the project would not combine with other projects to contribute 
to any cumulative impacts. 

 

Alternative 3: 2,151 Ac Alternative 
Similar t o the P roposed A ction, A lternative 3 w ould not  c ombine w ith any pas t, p resent, or  
reasonably f oreseeable pr ojects to c reate c umulative s oil r esources i mpacts.  I mpacts 
associated w ith A lternative 3 i tself c ould oc cur, and these w ould be addr essed by  
implementation of the Applicant’s Storm Water Management Plan, regulatory requirements, and 
mitigation measures.  However, the project would not combine with other projects to contribute 
to any cumulative impacts. 

 

Alternative 4: Reduced Acreage Alternative 
Similar t o the P roposed A ction, A lternative 4 w ould not  c ombine w ith any pas t, p resent, or  
reasonably f oreseeable pr ojects to c reate c umulative s oil r esources i mpacts.  I mpacts 
associated w ith A lternative 4 i tself c ould oc cur, and these w ould be addr essed by  
implementation of the Applicant’s Storm Water Management Plan, regulatory requirements, and 
mitigation measures.  However, the project would not combine with other projects to contribute 
to any cumulative impacts. In addition, Alternative 4 would not result in a s ubstantial lessening 
of any significant environmental impacts as compared to the other alternatives. 

 

Alternative 5: No Action Alternative 
Alternative 5, the No Action Alternative, would not contribute to any adverse cumulative impacts 
to soil resources.  However, it would also not result in the beneficial impacts to these resources 
that would be as sociated with the modification of the boundary of the existing Ivanpah DWMA.  
By not protecting further areas from development, the No Action Alternative would allow future 
development projects to occur, and these projects could impact soil resources. 
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Alternative 6: No Project, Exclude Solar Alternative 
By denying the solar energy application and eliminating the site from future solar energy 
development, A lternative 6  would remove t he pot ential for future s olar pr ojects t o pot entially 
impact soil resources on the site. 

 

Alternative 7: No Project, Approve Solar Alternative 
By denying the solar energy application, Alternative 7 would allow existing land uses to continue 
on the project site as they are today.  A lthough this alternative would not have the potential to 
impact soil resources through implementation of the Proposed Action, it could allow land uses, 
such as renewable energy development, that could impact these resources in the future.  The 
cumulative i mpacts o f any f uture p rojects to soil resources w ould be ev aluated i n pr oject-
specific environmental analyses at that time. 

 

4.14.11 Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures have been developed specifically to address impacts to soil resources.  
Instead, mitigation measures associated with several other resources evaluated in this EIS/EIR 
would be effective in reducing or avoiding impacts to soil resources, as discussed in this 
section.  S pecifically, t he following m itigation measures would al so be effective i n addr essing 
soil resources impacts: 

 

MM-Water-7: Flood a nd E rosion S tructure D amage P rotection. Aboveground p roject 
features shall not be placed within waterway protection corridors (floodways) defined by city and 
county c odes, and s hall be l ocated out side o f k nown w atercourses. Aboveground pr oject 
features shall be designed and engineered to withstand potential flooding and erosion hazards. 
Although some project features may need to be placed within 100-year floodplain boundaries, or 
Flood H azard A reas, t hey s hall be des igned per  the C ounty’s Land D evelopment S tandards 
including Flood Control Standard Plats and Detention Basin Policy. 

This m itigation m easure would assist i n r educing soil er osion and l oss of t opsoil by  r equiring 
implementation of stormwater management and flood protection systems such as sedimentation 
and debris basins, cement road crossings, and use of silt fence and fiber rolls. 

 

MM-Water-8: Construction S WPPP S pecifications. A C onstruction S WPPP s hall be  
developed for the Stateline facility. Notices of Intent (NOIs) shall be f iled with the State Water 
Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board.  A 
Waste Discharge Identification Number shall be obtained prior to the issuance of construction 
permits. The S WPPP s hall be s tored at  t he c onstruction s ite for r eference by  c onstruction 
personnel and for inspection review. The SWPPP shall include BMPs that would be adhered to 
during construction in order to stabilize graded areas and w aterways, and r educe erosion and 
sedimentation. Such BMPs may include but are not limited to those described below.  

• Erosion m inimizing ef forts s uch as  s traw wattles, w ater bar s, c overs, s ilt f ences, and 
sensitive area access restrictions (for example, flagging) that would be installed before 
clearing and grading begins. For protection of desert tortoise and other wildlife, silt fence 
shall only be installed on interior fences located within the exterior desert tortoise fence, 
so that tortoises will not be able to come in contact with the silt fence. 

• Mulching, seeding, or other suitable stabilization measures would be used to protect 
exposed areas during construction activities.  
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• During construction activities, measures would be i n place to ensure that contaminants 
are not discharged from the construction sites.  

• Debris and s ediment bas ins would be  es tablished, both upgradient and downgradient, 
as necessary, to capture silt and other materials, which might otherwise be carried from 
the site by rainwater surface runoff. The basins shall be designed in accordance with the 
County Detention Basin Policy, which includes standards for sizing and armoring. This 
would require armoring on both the upgradient and downgradient (water release) sides 
of each basin.  

• Straw w attles ( or c omparably ef fective dev ices [ as det ermined by  the on -site Civ il 
Engineer, i n c onsultation w ith t he E nvironmental M onitor]) s hall be pl aced on t he 
downslope s ides of  the pr oposed w ork w hich w ould di rect flows i nto t emporary 
sedimentation basins. 

• Stormwater protection berms positioned in the area of facility structures (substation and 
O&M Building). 

• The SWPPP s hall i nclude a S edimentation and  E rosion C ontrol P lan t o m inimize t he 
potential for project sediment to leave the site and result in downstream sedimentation.  

• All erosion control materials shall be biodegradable and natural fiber.  

All be BMPs required by the SWPPP shall be checked and maintained regularly and after all 
larger s torm ev ents. All r emedial work s hall be done immediately af ter di scovery s o 
sedimentation control devices remain in good working order during the entire construction 
phase. Proper implementation will be verified by the Environmental Monitor.  

This measure would also assist in r educing soil erosion and loss of topsoil by  r equiring the 
Applicant to comply with the Clean Water Act, specifically provisions requiring development and 
implementation of a Construction SWPPP. 

 

MM-Water-9: Storm W ater M anagement Plan. The p roject ow ner s hall implement t he 
requirements of their Storm Water Management Plan (First Solar 2012k) to operate and monitor 
to effectiveness of their proposed stormwater management system.  

The S torm Water Management Plan s hall be s ubmitted t o bo th t he B LM and t he C ounty for 
review and appr oval an d s hall i nclude a plan t o m onitor and i nspect p eriodically, be fore first 
seasonal and after every storm event: 

• Security and Tortoise Exclusion Fence: Inspect for damage and bui ldup of sediment or 
debris. 

• Facility s tructures within drainages o r subject to drainage overflow: Inspect for tilting, 
damage, depth of scour compared to depth below ground. 

• Drainage Channels: Inspect for substantial migration or changes in depth, and t ransport 
of trash, debris, or broken PV module components. 

• Stormwater pr otection features, i ncluding p rotection ber ms, c ulverts, and c ement r oad 
crossings. 

• Constructed Debris and S ediment B asins: Inspect for scour and s tructural i ntegrity 
issues caused by erosion, and for sediment and debris buildup. 

• Ivanpah P laya S urface: I nspect for c hanges i n t he s urface t exture an d q uality from 
sediment buildup, erosion, or transported debris. 
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Short-Term Incident-Based Response: 

• Security and T ortoise Exclusion Fence: Repair damage, and remove built-up of 
sediment and debris. 

• Facility s tructures: R emove br oken materials, d amaged s tructure, and w iring from the 
ground, and replace with materials meeting original construction specifications. 

• Drainage Channels: No short-term response necessary unless changes indicate r isk to 
facility structures. 

• Constructed Debris and Sediment Basins: Repair damage, maintain erosion control 
measures and remove built-up sediment and debris. 

• Ivanpah P laya Surface: Remove t ransported d ebris, no tify B LM t o dev elop pl an f or 
addressing sedimentation or erosion issues. 

Long-Term Design-Based Response: 

• Propose oper ation/BMP m odifications t o add ress ong oing i ssues. Include pr oposed 
changes to monitoring and response procedures, frequency, or standards. 

• Propose design modifications to address ongoing issues. This may include construction 
of additional active storm water management diversion channels and/or detention ponds. 

• Inspection, s hort-term i ncident r esponse, and l ong-term des ign-based r esponse may 
include ac tivities bot h i nside and out side o f t he appr oved r ight-of-way. For  ac tivities 
outside of the approved right-of-way, the Applicant will notify BLM and acquire 
environmental review and approval before field activities begin. 

At least sixty (60) days prior to commercial operation, the project owner shall submit to the BLM 
and the County a copy of the Storm Water Management Plan for review and approval prior to 
commercial operation. The Applicant shall retain a copy of this plan onsite at the power plant at 
all times. 

This measure would ensure that systems des igned t o manage s tormwater flow, m inimize t he 
potential for soil erosion, and protect facility structures from stormwater damage would continue 
to oper ate as  des igned f ollowing i nitial c onstruction.  I n addi tion, t his m easure would r equire 
ongoing monitoring and response actions, if necessary to address erosion, sedimentation, 
and/or stormwater damage issues. 

 

MM-Veg-5: Revegetation of Temporarily Disturbed Areas.  Temporarily disturbed areas shall 
be revegetated according to the Applicant’s Closure, Decommissioning, and R eclamation Plan 
(First Solar 2012d).  The Plan must be approved in writing prior to the initiation of any vegetation 
disturbing ac tivities. Restoration involves recontouring the land and replacing topsoil ( if i t was 
collected). R evegetation al so i nvolves pl anting s eed and/ or c ontainer s tock, maintaining t he 
plantings (e.g., weeding, replacement planting, supplemental watering), and monitoring the 
restored/revegetated ar eas for a pe riod o f a t l east five y ears ( or until t he r estoration/ 
revegetation m eets al l success c riteria).  The P lan shall include m ethods t o salvage soil and  
seed in areas containing special status plant species for use in the revegetation of temporary 
impact a reas, and s hall include c ontainer s tock and s eed o f t he a ffected s pecial s tatus pl ant 
species for use in restoration/revegetation areas. Restoration measures in desert environments 
generally include alleviating soil compaction, returning the surface to its original contours, pitting 
or i mprinting t he s urface t o al low s mall ar eas where s eeds and rain water c an be captured, 
planting seedlings with root mass necessary to survive without watering, planting seedlings in 
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the s pring w ith her bivory c ages, br oadcasting l ocally c ollected s eed i mmediately pr ior t o t he 
rainy season, and covering seeds with mulch.  The plan shall also specify the need for short-
term irrigation. 

This measure would assist in reducing soil erosion and loss of topsoil by requiring immediate 
revegetation of disturbed areas. 

 
MM-Air-1: Air Quality Construction Management Plan.  The Applicant shall implement their 
Air Quality Construction Management Plan (First Solar 2012c) that describes the fugitive dust 
control measures that would be implemented and monitored at all locations of proposed facility 
construction.  This plan shall comply with the mitigation measures described in the Fugitive Dust 
Control Rules enforced by MDAQMD (Rule 403.2), as well as the existing SIP available for PM10 
and PM2.5, and t he BLM Fugitive Dust/PM10 Emissions Control Strategy for the Mojave Desert 
Planning Area.  The plan shall be submitted to MDAQMD no less than 60 days prior to the start 
of construction.  The plan shall be incorporated into all contracts and contract specifications for 
construction work.  The plan shall outline the steps to be taken to minimize fugitive dust 
generated by construction activities by: 

• Describing each active operation that may result in the generation of fugitive dust; 

• Identifying all sources of fugitive dust, e.g., earth moving, storage piles, vehicular traffic; 

• Describing t he control m easures to be appl ied t o each of  t he sources i dentified.  The 
descriptions shall be sufficiently detailed to demonstrate that the best available control 
measures required by the air quality districts for linear projects are used; and 

• Providing the following control measures, in addition to or as listed in the applicable rules 
but not limited to:  

- Frequent watering or stabilization of excavation, spoils, access roads, storage piles, 
and other sources of fugitive dust (parking areas, staging areas, other) if construction 
activity cause persistent visible emissions of fugitive dust beyond the work area; 

- Use of street sweeping and trackout devices at the construction site.  Sweep streets 
daily ( with w ater s weepers) i f v isible s oil m aterial i s c arried i nto adj acent publ ic 
streets or wash trucks and equipment before entering public streets; 

- Apply chemical soil stabilizers or apply water to form and maintain a crust on inactive 
construction areas (disturbed lands that are unused for four consecutive days); 

- Cover s tockpiles and s uspend construction work when winds exceed 30  m iles per  
hour; 

- Pre-watering of soils prior to clearing and trenching; 

- Pre-moisten, prior to transport, import and export dirt, sand, or loose materials; 

- Installing temporary coverings on storage piles when not in use.  Cover loads in haul 
trucks or maintain at least six inches of free-board when traveling on public roads; 

- Dedicating water truck or high/capacity hose to any soil screening operations;  

- Minimizing drop height of material through screening equipment; 

- Reducing the amount of disturbed area where possible; and 

- Planting vegetative g round c over i n di sturbed a reas as  s oon as  pos sible following 
construction activities. 

The Applicant or  i ts des ignated r epresentative shall obt ain pr ior appr oval f rom t he MDAQMD 
prior t o any  dev iations f rom fugitive dus t c ontrol m easures s pecified i n t he Air Q uality 
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Construction Management Plan.  A justification statement used to explain the technical and 
safety reason(s) that preclude the use of required fugitive dust control measures shall be 
submitted to the appropriate agency for review. 

This measure would assist in reducing soil erosion and loss of topsoil by minimizing the areas of 
soil disturbance and vegetation removal by construction vehicles. 

 
MM-Lands-2: The Decommissioning Plan shall ensure compliance with all applicable federal, 
State, and local plans, policies, and regulations at the time of decommissioning. 

This mitigation measure would assist in reducing the potential for soil erosion or loss of topsoil 
following project decommissioning by requiring revegetation of the site. 

 
MM-PH&S-1: Prior t o the i ssuance of  the R OW grant, t he A pplicant s hall c onduct a f ull 
geotechnical s tudy t o e valuate s oil c onditions and g eologic haz ards on t he pr oject site and  
submit i t for appr oval t o t he B LM. T he g eotechnical s tudy m ust be s igned by  a C alifornia-
registered professional engineer and must identify the following:  

• Presence, if any, of potentially detrimental soil chemicals, such as chlorides and 
sulfates; 

• Appropriate des ign m easures for pr otection o f reinforcement, c oncrete, and m etal-
structural components against corrosion (such as use of c orrosion-resistant m aterials 
and c oatings, i ncreased t hickness o f pr oject c omponents ex posed t o pot entially 
corrosive conditions, and use of passive and/or active cathodic protection systems); 

• Location of fault traces and potential for surface rupture;  

• Potential for seismically induced ground shaking, liquefaction, landslides, differential 
settlement, and mudflows;  

• Stability of existing cut-and-fill slopes;  

• Collapsible or expansive soils;  

• Foundation material type;  

• Potential for wind erosion, water erosion, sedimentation, and flooding;  

• Location and des cription of unprotected d rainages that c ould be i mpacted by t he 
proposed development; and  

• Recommendations for placement and design of facilities, foundations, and remediation 
of unstable ground.  

Studies s hall c onform t o i ndustry s tandards o f c are and A merican S ociety f or Testing an d 
Materials ( ASTM) s tandards for field and l aboratory t esting.  S tudy r esults and pr oposed 
solutions s hall be pr ovided for r eview and appr oval t o t he B LM at  l east 60 day s be fore final 
project design. 

The Applicant shall determine the final s iting o f project facilities based on t he r esults of the 
geotechnical study and implement recommended measures to minimize geologic hazards. The 
Applicant shall not locate project facilities on or  immediately adjacent to a fault trace. The BLM 
will evaluate any final facility siting design developed prior to the issuance of the ROW grant to 
verify that geological constraints have been avoided. 

This mitigation measure would reduce the potential for geologic hazards by requiring additional 
geotechnical study and implementation of appropriate project design. 
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4.14.12 Residual Impacts After Mitigation 
Following i mplementation o f BMPs and m itigation measures, all adverse i mpacts on soil 
resources resulting from construction, operation and maintenance, and decommissioning of the 
Stateline Solar Farm or an al ternative would be avoided or substantially reduced.  There would 
be no adverse unavoidable impacts on soil resources. 
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4.15 Special Designations 
4.15.1 Methodology for Analysis 
This anal ysis f ocuses on whether t he proposed S tateline S olar f acility ( Proposed A ction or  
Project) ROW grant, associated management actions, or alternatives would conflict with the 
management goals of any land areas for which BLM has applied special resource protection or 
land use designations.  This section discusses the special designation impacts that would occur 
with i mplementation of the P roposed Action or alternatives. Impacts may oc cur during 
construction from noise, fugitive dust, and lighting that could affect users in designated Areas of 
Critical E nvironmental C oncern ( ACEC), recreation ar eas and/ or Wilderness A reas, including 
visual impacts on u sers i n des ignated Wilderness A reas.  Visual im pacts are di scussed i n 
further detail in Section 4.18. 
 
4.15.2 CEQA Significance Criteria 
Agriculture and Forestry Resources  
The Proposed Action could affect agriculture and forestry resources if the project would:  

• SD-1: Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance 
(Farmland), as  shown on t he m aps p repared p ursuant to t he Fa rmland M apping and 
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to nonagricultural use.  

• SD-2: Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act Contract.  

• SD-3: Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in 
Public Resources Code section 12220(g)), t imberland (as defined by Public Resources 
Code section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by 
Government Code section 51104(g)).  

• SD-4: Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use.  

• SD-5: Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or 
nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of 
forest land to non-forest use.  

For the Proposed Action, the criteria l isted above were determined to be inapplicable or would 
result in no impact and, therefore, are not addressed further in the impact analysis presented in 
this s ection. There i s no designated P rime F armland, U nique Farmland, or  Far mland of 
Statewide Importance within the proposed Stateline Solar Farm area (Department of 
Conservation [DOC] 2008). Therefore, construction, operation and decommissioning of the 
project would not convert designated farmland to a nonagricultural use.  None of the parcels on 
the project site are covered by Williamson Act contracts.  

The project site is not designated as forest land by the California Department of Forestry and 
Fire Protection or  t he United S tates Department of  Agriculture, Forest Service. The proposed 
facility would not conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land, timberland, 
or timberland zoned Timberland Production.  The entire project site is located under the BLM’s 
CDCA Plan.  The proposed facility would not involve other changes in the existing environment 
that would result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land 
to non-forest use.  Construction, operation, and decommissioning of the proposed facility would 
not have any direct or indirect impacts on Farmland or forest land. 

Therefore, none of these CEQA criteria would be applicable to the Proposed Action, and they 
are not discussed further in this section. 
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4.15.3 Alternative 1: Proposed Action 
4.15.3.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
This anal ysis of  di rect and i ndirect i mpacts for the Proposed Action ROW grant i s or ganized 
according to the following project phases: construction; operation and maintenance; and 
decommissioning.  

As di scussed i n S ection 3. 16 ( Environmental Setting o f S pecial D esignations), ar eas a re 
designated ACECs due t o t he pr esence o f s ignificant nat ural, cultural and hi storic r esources. 
Wilderness Areas, which are generally 5,000 acres or more in size, of fer out standing 
opportunities for solitude or a primitive and unconfined type of recreation; such areas may also 
contain ecological, geological, or other features that have scientific, scenic, or historical value. 
Temporary effects associated with fugitive dust, noise, and visual disturbance would not require 
the s pecial des ignated areas w ithin c lose pr oximity t o t he Proposed Action to r emove their 
special designation status (i.e., ACEC, Wilderness Area, Historic Trail).  

 

Construction  
The proposed solar facility would be located within the vicinity of the following ACECs:  

• Approximately 2 miles west of the Ivanpah DWMA; 

• Approximately 10 miles southeast of the Mesquite Lake ACEC; and 

• Approximately 8 miles northeast of the Clark Mountain ACEC. 

 

The proposed solar facility would be located within the vicinity of the following national 
recreation area:  

• Approximately 2 m iles south of  t he Jean Lak e/Roach Lake Special R ecreation 
Management Area (SRMA).  

 

The proposed solar facility would be located within the vicinity of the following wilderness areas:  

• Immediately south of the Stateline Wilderness; and 

• Approximately two miles east of the Mesquite Wilderness. 

 

The proposed solar facility would not  be l ocated within the v icinity of  any des ignated nat ional 
scenic and historic trails or wilderness study areas.  

The pr oposed S tateline S olar Far m f acility would ha ve no d irect ef fects on t he ar eas w ith 
special designations during construction, since the site itself is not subject to any such 
designation.  However, due to the proximity of the site to the specially designated areas 
mentioned above, temporary effects associated with fugitive dust, noise, and visual disturbance 
would be experienced by users of the ACECs, wilderness areas, and recreation areas. Fugitive 
dust dur ing c onstruction ac tivities c ould i mpact t he ai r q uality ex perienced by  us ers of  these 
specially designated areas, as well as the introduction of construction noise caused by 
equipment required for construction, motor vehicle use, voices, music, or other worker-related 
sounds that could disturb the peaceful and serene environment enjoyed by users. Due to the 
prevailing wind d irection t owards t he eas t and nor theast, temporary dus t pol lutants would be 
experienced mostly by users of the Ivanpah DWMA and Jean Lake/Roach Lake SRMA.  Noise 
effects from construction equipment would most likely be e xperienced by  users in t he nearby 
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Stateline Wilderness Area.  The character and quality of view experienced by users would be 
disturbed by the introduction of industrial structures including construction equipment, solar PV 
arrays, and addi tional t ransmission l ines.  V isual ef fects w ould be e xperienced by  us ers o f 
specially des ignated a reas at  far aw ay di stances, but  the greatest v isual i mpact w ould m ost 
likely be experienced by users within a 5-mile vicinity. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
The proposed solar facility would be located within the vicinity of several specially designated 
areas, as mentioned above under “Construction”.  

There would be permanent visual impacts from the solar PV arrays, transmission lines, 
substation, and O&M f acility.  V isual ef fects would be e xperienced by us ers of  s pecially 
designated a reas at  far aw ay di stances, but  t he g reatest v isual impact w ould m ost l ikely be  
experienced b y us ers w ithin a 5 -mile v icinity.  W hile oper ation and m aintenance w ould n ot 
cause any  di rect i mpact on  t he s pecial des ignations, v isitors ut ilizing t he w ilderness and 
recreation ar eas w ould be i mpacted. Fo r ex ample, ni ghttime l ighting from the facility would 
introduce a new source of light to the area and the character and quality of view experienced by 
recreation us ers w ould be di sturbed by  t he appearance o f per manent s olar P V ar rays, 
transmission lines, a project substation, and the O&M Building. 

 

Decommissioning 
The decommissioning of the project would be similar to the c onstruction activities described 
earlier, and would include demolition and removal of above-ground and subsurface facilities and 
site contouring and r estoration.  H owever, t he dur ation o f decommissioning would be s horter 
than the duration of construction. 

Decommissioning activities would cause temporary disturbance to users of the recreation and 
wilderness areas, similar to those described under “Construction” above.  Fugitive dust during 
decommissioning activities could impact the air quality experienced by users as well as the 
introduction o f noi se c aused by  eq uipment required for dec ommissioning, m otor v ehicle us e, 
voices, m usic, or  o ther w orker-related s ounds t hat c ould di sturb t he peac eful and s erene 
environment enj oyed by  us ers.  D ue to the pr evailing w ind direction t owards t he eas t an d 
northeast, t emporary dus t pol lutants w ould be experienced m ostly b y users o f t he Ivanpah 
DWMA and Jean Lake/Roach Lake SRMA.  Noise effects would most likely be experienced by 
users in the nearby Stateline Wilderness Area.  The character and q uality of view experienced 
by users w ould be disturbed by the dismantling of several industrial structures including PV 
arrays, transmission lines, project substation, and the O&M Building.  Visual effects would be 
experienced b y us ers o f s pecially des ignated ar eas at  far aw ay di stances, but  t he greatest 
visual impact would most likely be experienced by users within a 5-mile vicinity. 

After the facility has been decommissioned, users would experience a beneficial impact, as the 
permanent visual impacts, des cribed for “ Operation and M aintenance” abov e, would be  
removed.  A lthough revegetation i n this des ert region i s di fficult an d g enerally of  l imited 
success, the site would return to a more natural undeveloped state. 

 
Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The modification o f t he I vanpah D WMA w ould c onstitute a c hange i n t he boundar ies o f an  
established s pecially de signated a rea.  While this w ould c hange B LM’s m anagement and 
potential land uses, and would protect resources, on the 23,254 acre newly-added acreage, it 
would not  have any  ef fect on t he management requirements, l and uses, or  r esources on the 
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existing por tion o f t he DWMA.  The m anagement obj ectives and r equirements on t he new ly 
added acreage would be the same as those on the current DWMA. 

By limiting future land uses within the newly-added 23,254 acre area, this action would reduce 
the potential for implementation of other large-scale projects that could generate air emissions, 
noise, or visual impacts within this portion of Ivanpah Valley.  As a result, the modification of the 
DWMA boundary would have a beneficial impact on the other specially designated areas in the 
region, including the wilderness or recreation areas. 

 

4.15.3.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines does not provide significance criteria for special 
designations, ex cept those s tated for a griculture and forestry r esources. N o s ignificance 
determination has been made. 

 

4.15.4 Alternative 2: 2,385 Ac Alternative 
4.15.4.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
This anal ysis of  direct and i ndirect i mpacts for A lternative 2 i s or ganized ac cording to t he 
following project phases: construction; operation and maintenance; and decommissioning. 

 
Construction 
Potential i mpacts on  s pecial des ignations dur ing construction o f A lternative 2 w ould be t he 
same as described under  “Construction” for the Proposed A ction.  As des cribed abov e, 
temporary e ffects as sociated w ith f ugitive du st, noi se, and v isual resources w ould be 
experienced by users of the ACECs, wilderness areas, and recreation areas.  The Solar Farm 
site, gen-tie corridor, and access corridor under Alternative 2 would require approximately 2,385 
acres of land, which is 242 acres (or about 12 percent) more than the Proposed Action.  The 
acreage for t he project would be i n a bi furcated footprint, and w ould include an ar ea of solar 
arrays l ocated t o t he s outh o f t he P rimm V alley G olf C ourse.  T his separate l ocation for a 
portion o f t he facility would not  hav e any  add itional ef fect on s pecially des ignated ar eas.  
Alternative 2 would ut ilize t he s ame m aterials and eq uipment as  t he Proposed A ction, and  
therefore the po tential e ffects o f fugitive dus t, traffic, noi se, and v isual i mpacts w ould be t he 
same as in the Proposed Action.  However, due to the larger project site under this alternative, 
the duration of these effects may be incrementally longer.  Temporary effects associated with 
fugitive dust, noise, and visual disturbance would not require any changes to the designations or 
status of specially designated areas within close proximity to the proposed facility. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Potential i mpacts on s pecial des ignations dur ing ope ration and maintenance o f A lternative 2 
would be t he same as described under “Operation and M aintenance” for the Proposed Action. 
As described above, visitors utilizing the ACECs, wilderness areas, and recreation areas would 
experience effects associated with industrial structures until they are removed at the end of the 
project life (decommissioning).  Because the solar arrays would cover a larger area, and in a 
bifurcated footprint, t hese e ffects w ould be gr eater for A lternative 2 t han for t he P roposed 
Action.  E ffects associated w ith f ugitive dus t, no ise, and v isual di sturbance would not  r equire 
any changes to the designations or status of specially designated areas within close proximity to 
the proposed facility. 
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Decommissioning 
Potential i mpacts on s pecially des ignated ar eas dur ing dec ommissioning o f t he A lternative 2 
would be t he s ame as  des cribed under  “ Decommissioning” for t he Proposed A ction.  A s 
described above, effects associated with air quality, noise and visual resources would be 
experienced by users of the ACECs, wilderness areas, and recreation areas.  Due to the larger 
project site under this alternative, the duration of these effects may be incrementally longer than 
the P roposed A ction.  Temporary ef fects as sociated w ith f ugitive dus t, noi se, and v isual 
disturbance would not require any changes to the designations or status of specially designated 
areas within close proximity to the proposed facility. 

After Alternative 2 has been decommissioned, users would experience a beneficial impact, as 
the per manent v isual i mpacts, des cribed for “Operation and M aintenance” abov e, w ould be  
removed.  A lthough revegetation i n this des ert region i s di fficult an d g enerally of  l imited 
success, the site would return to a more natural undeveloped state. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The modification of t he I vanpah DWMA under A lternative 2 would constitute a change i n t he 
boundaries o f an es tablished specially des ignated ar ea.  While t his w ould c hange B LM’s 
management and pot ential land uses, and would protect resources, on t he 23,012 acre newly-
added acreage, it would not have any effect on the management requirements, land uses, or 
resources on the existing portion of the DWMA.  The management objectives and requirements 
on the newly added acreage would be the same as those on the current DWMA. 

By l imiting future l and uses w ithin t he new ly-added 23, 012 acre area, A lternative 2 w ould 
reduce t he p otential for i mplementation o f o ther l arge-scale pr ojects that c ould generate ai r 
emissions, noi se, o r v isual i mpacts w ithin t his por tion o f Ivanpah V alley.  A s a r esult, t he 
modification o f the D WMA boundar y would ha ve a benef icial i mpact on t he ot her s pecially 
designated a reas i n t he r egion, i ncluding t he wilderness or  r ecreation ar eas.  The s lightly 
different acreage associated with this modification under Alternative 2 would have a benef icial 
impact that would be similar to that of the Proposed Action. 

 

4.15.4.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines does not provide significance criteria for special 
designations, ex cept those s tated for a griculture and forestry r esources. N o s ignificance 
determination has been made. 

 

4.15.5 Alternative 3: 2,151 Ac Alternative 
4.15.5.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
This anal ysis of  di rect and i ndirect i mpacts for A lternative 3 i s or ganized ac cording to t he 
following project phases: construction; operation and maintenance; and decommissioning. 

 

Construction 
Potential i mpacts on  s pecial des ignations dur ing construction o f A lternative 3 w ould be t he 
same as described under  “Construction” for t he P roposed A ction.  As des cribed above, 
temporary e ffects as sociated w ith f ugitive du st, noi se, and v isual resources w ould be 
experienced by users of the ACECs, wilderness areas, and recreation areas.  The Solar Farm 
site, gen-tie corridor, and access corridor under Alternative 3 would require approximately 2,151 
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acres of l and, w hich is 8 ac res larger t han t he pr oject s ite under t he P roposed A ction.  
Alternative 3 would ut ilize t he s ame m aterials and eq uipment as  t he Proposed A ction, and  
therefore the po tential e ffects o f fugitive dus t, traffic, noi se, and v isual i mpacts w ould be t he 
same as in the Proposed Action.  Temporary effects associated with fugitive dust, noise, and 
visual d isturbance w ould not  r equire any  c hanges to t he des ignations or  s tatus o f s pecially 
designated areas within close proximity to the proposed facility.  

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Potential i mpacts on s pecial des ignations dur ing ope ration and maintenance o f A lternative 3 
would be t he same as described under “Operation and M aintenance” for the Proposed Action. 
As described above, visitors utilizing the ACECs, wilderness areas, and recreation areas would 
experience effects associated with industrial structures until they are removed at the end of the 
project life (decommissioning).  Effects associated with fugitive dust, noi se, and visual 
disturbance would not require any changes to the designations or status of specially designated 
areas within close proximity to the proposed facility. 

 

Decommissioning 
Potential i mpacts on s pecially des ignated ar eas dur ing dec ommissioning o f t he A lternative 3 
would be t he s ame as  des cribed under  “ Decommissioning” for the Proposed A ction.  A s 
described above, effects associated with air quality, noise and visual resources would be 
experienced by users of the ACECs, wilderness areas, and recreation areas.  Temporary effects 
associated with f ugitive dus t, noise, and v isual disturbance would not  require any changes to 
the designations or status of specially designated areas within close proximity to the proposed 
facility. 

After the alternative has been decommissioned, users would experience a beneficial impact, as 
the per manent v isual i mpacts, des cribed for “Operation and M aintenance” abov e, w ould be  
removed.  A lthough revegetation i n this des ert region i s di fficult an d g enerally of  l imited 
success, the site would return to a more natural undeveloped state. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The modification of t he I vanpah DWMA under A lternative 3 would constitute a change i n t he 
boundaries o f an es tablished s pecially des ignated ar ea.  While t his w ould c hange B LM’s 
management and pot ential land uses, and would protect resources, on t he 23,246 acre newly-
added acreage, it would not have any effect on the management requirements, land uses, or 
resources on the existing portion of the DWMA.  The management objectives and requirements 
on the newly added acreage would be the same as those on the current DWMA. 

By l imiting future l and uses w ithin t he new ly-added 23, 246 acre area, A lternative 3 w ould 
reduce t he p otential for i mplementation o f o ther l arge-scale pr ojects that c ould generate ai r 
emissions, noi se, o r v isual i mpacts w ithin t his por tion o f Ivanpah V alley.  A s a r esult, t he 
modification o f the D WMA boundar y would ha ve a benef icial i mpact on t he ot her s pecially 
designated a reas i n t he r egion, i ncluding t he wilderness or  r ecreation ar eas.  The s lightly 
different acreage associated with this modification under Alternative 3 w ould have a beneficial 
impact that would be similar to that of the Proposed Action. 
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4.15.5.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines does not provide significance criteria for special 
designations, ex cept those s tated for a griculture and forestry r esources. N o s ignificance 
determination has been made. 

 

4.15.6 Alternative 4: Reduced Acreage Alternative 
4.15.6.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 4 is conceptually similar to the Proposed Action (Alternative 1), but would be placed 
within a di fferent l and area w hich c omprises 1,766 ac res.  The l and ar ea a ssociated w ith 
Alternative 4 would be the same as the northern portion of the bifurcated footprint of Alternative 
2.  This analysis of  di rect and  indirect impacts for A lternative 4 i s organized according to the 
following project phases: construction; operation and maintenance; and decommissioning. 

 

Construction 
Potential i mpacts on  s pecial des ignations dur ing construction o f A lternative 4 w ould be the 
same as described under  “Construction” for t he P roposed A ction.  As des cribed above, 
temporary e ffects as sociated w ith f ugitive du st, noi se, and v isual resources w ould be 
experienced by users of the ACECs, wilderness areas, and recreation areas.  The Solar Farm 
site, gen-tie corridor, and access corridor under Alternative 4 would require approximately 1,766 
acres of land, which is 377 acres (or about 17 p ercent) smaller than the project site under the 
Proposed A ction.  Alternative 4 would ut ilize t he s ame materials and eq uipment as  the 
Proposed A ction, and therefore t he pot ential e ffects o f fugitive dus t, traffic, noi se, and  v isual 
impacts would be the same as in the Proposed Action.  Temporary effects associated with 
fugitive dust, noise, and visual disturbance would not require any changes to the designations or 
status of specially designated areas within close proximity to the proposed facility.  

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Potential i mpacts on s pecial des ignations dur ing ope ration and maintenance o f A lternative 4 
would be t he same as described under “Operation and M aintenance” for the Proposed Action. 
As described above, visitors utilizing the ACECs, wilderness areas, and recreation areas would 
experience effects associated with industrial structures until they are removed at the end of the 
project life (decommissioning).  Effects associated with fugitive dust, noise, and visual 
disturbance would not require any changes to the designations or status of specially designated 
areas within close proximity to the proposed facility. 

 

Decommissioning 
Potential i mpacts on s pecially des ignated ar eas dur ing dec ommissioning o f t he A lternative 4 
would be t he s ame as  des cribed under  “ Decommissioning” for t he Proposed A ction.  A s 
described above, effects associated with air quality, noise and visual resources would be 
experienced by users of the ACECs, wilderness areas, and recreation areas.  Temporary effects 
associated with f ugitive dus t, noise, and v isual disturbance would not  require any changes to 
the designations or status of specially designated areas within close proximity to the proposed 
facility. 

After the alternative has been decommissioned, users would experience a beneficial impact, as 
the per manent v isual i mpacts, des cribed for “Operation and M aintenance” abov e, w ould be  
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removed.  A lthough revegetation i n this des ert region i s di fficult an d g enerally of  l imited 
success, the site would return to a more natural undeveloped state. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The modification of t he I vanpah DWMA under A lternative 4 would constitute a change i n t he 
boundaries o f an es tablished s pecially des ignated ar ea.  While t his w ould c hange B LM’s 
management and pot ential land uses, and would protect resources, on t he 23,631 acre newly-
added acreage, it would not have any effect on the management requirements, land uses, or 
resources on the existing portion of the DWMA.  The management objectives and requirements 
on the newly added acreage would be the same as those on the current DWMA. 

By limiting f uture l and uses w ithin t he new ly-added 23, 631 acre area, A lternative 4 w ould 
reduce t he p otential for i mplementation o f o ther l arge-scale pr ojects that c ould generate ai r 
emissions, noi se, o r v isual i mpacts w ithin t his por tion o f Ivanpah V alley.  A s a r esult, the 
modification o f the D WMA boundar y would ha ve a benef icial i mpact on t he ot her s pecially 
designated a reas i n t he r egion, i ncluding t he wilderness or  r ecreation ar eas.  The s lightly 
different acreage associated with this modification under Alternative 4 would have a beneficial 
impact that would be similar to that of the Proposed Action. 

 

4.15.6.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines does not provide significance criteria for special 
designations, ex cept those s tated for a griculture and forestry r esources. N o s ignificance 
determination has been made. 

 

4.15.7 Alternative 5: No Action Alternative 
4.15.7.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under this alternative, the BLM would not approve the proposed Stateline Solar facility and 
would not amend the CDCA Plan.  As a result, no solar energy project would be constructed, 
and the BLM would continue to manage the site consistent with the existing land use 
designation i n t he C DCA P lan, as  am ended. B ecause t here w ould be no am endment t o the 
CDCA Plan and no  solar project approved for the site under this alternative, no new structures 
or facilities would be constructed or operated on the site and no new ground disturbance would 
occur.  As a r esult, no ne o f t he i mpacts on s pecially des ignated areas f rom construction, 
operation, or decommissioning of the project would occur. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The boundaries of the existing Ivanpah DWMA would not be modified under the No Action 
Alternative.  Land uses and management requirements associated with the Ivanpah DWMA 
would continue as they are today.  By itself, the No Action Alternative would have no impact on 
any of  the specially des ignated areas.  However, by  not  including the ac tion o f modifying the 
boundary of the Ivanpah DWMA, this alternative would not result in the beneficial impacts to the 
specially designated areas in the region by limiting future development projects. 
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4.15.7.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines does not provide significance criteria for special 
designations, ex cept those s tated for a griculture and forestry r esources. N o s ignificance 
determination has been made. 

 

4.15.8 Alternative 6: No Project, Exclude Solar Alternative 
4.15.8.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 6 w ould i nclude a finding by  B LM t hat the s ite i s no t s uitable for s olar ene rgy 
development, and no project would be approved. It is expected that the site would remain in its 
existing condition unless another use is designated in this amendment.  No solar project would 
be appr oved f or t he s ite under  t his al ternative, s o no ne w s tructures or facilities w ould be 
constructed or operated on the site and no new  ground disturbance would occur.  A s a r esult, 
none o f t he i mpacts on s pecially des ignated a reas from c onstruction, ope ration, o r 
decommissioning of the project would occur. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
Under Alternative 6, the boundaries of  the existing Ivanpah DWMA would not be modified. By 
itself, this component of this No Project Alternative would have no impact on any of the specially 
designated ar eas.  However, by  not  i ncluding t he ac tion o f modifying the bounda ry of  t he 
Ivanpah DWMA, this alternative would not result in the beneficial impacts to the specially 
designated areas in the region by limiting future development projects. 

 

4.15.8.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines does not provide significance criteria for special 
designations, ex cept those s tated for a griculture and forestry r esources. N o s ignificance 
determination has been made. 

 

4.15.9 Alternative 7: No Project, Approve Solar Alternative 
4.15.9.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 7 w ould i nclude a finding by  B LM t hat the s ite i s no t s uitable for s olar ene rgy 
development, and none of the action alternatives would be approved.  The Stateline Solar Farm 
Project would not be constructed on the project site and the project site would remain vacant in 
the near -term.  U nder this al ternative, t he B LM w ould not  appr ove t he pr oposed facility, but  
would am end t he C DCA P lan t o al low f or o ther s olar pr ojects on the site.  As a  result, it  is  
possible that another solar energy project could be constructed on the site. If that occurred, it is 
likely t hat impacts on special des ignation areas would result from the construction, operation, 
and decommissioning of the solar technology and resulting ground disturbance, and would likely 
be similar to the impacts on special designation areas from the proposed facility.  

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
Under Alternative 7, the boundaries of  the existing Ivanpah DWMA would not be modified. By 
itself, this component of this No Project Alternative would have no impact on any of the specially 
designated ar eas.  However, by  not  i ncluding t he ac tion o f modifying the bounda ry of  t he 



DESERT STATELINE SOLAR FARM PROJECT 
4.15 SPECIAL DESIGNATIONS 

 

NOVEMBER 2012 4.15-10 DRAFT EIS/EIR 
 

Ivanpah DWMA, this alternative would not result in the beneficial impacts t o t he specially 
designated areas in the region by limiting future development projects. 

 

4.15.9.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines does not provide significance criteria for special 
designations, ex cept those s tated for a griculture and forestry r esources. N o s ignificance 
determination has been made. 

 

4.15.10 Cumulative Impacts 
4.15.10.1 Geographic Extent/Context 
Several special designation areas are located in the general vicinity of  the project area. These 
areas are discussed in Section 3.15, and include the following: 

• Ivanpah DWMA; 

• Mesquite Lake ACEC; 

• Clark Mountain ACEC; 

• Ivanpah Dry Lake; 

• Jean Lake/Roach Lake SRMA; 

• Stateline Wilderness; and 

• Mesquite Wilderness. 

Due to the presence of several special designation areas within the vicinity of the project site 
and t he Proposed A ction’s potential c ontribution t o cumulative i mpacts on t hese a reas, t he 
geographic extent of analysis is a 10 -mile radius from the project site. Locations most l ikely to 
be a ffected w ithin s pecial des ignation a reas w ould be i ncluded w ithin t his 10 -mile radius.  
Beyond t his 10 -mile r adius, pot ential i mpacts a ssociated w ith fugitive du st, noi se, and v isual 
disturbance would be greatly reduced.  Potential cumulative impacts could occur for the entire 
duration of the Proposed Action, from the initiation of construction to the conclusion of facility 
decommissioning. 

 

4.15.10.2 Existing Cumulative Conditions 
The pr oject s ite and s urrounding special des ignation ar eas consist o f undeveloped and  open  
space land.  Locations in the region that are not included within the specially designated areas 
have undergone commercial, industrial, and residential development, resulting in alterations to 
the natural landscape, including effects from fugitive dust emissions, noise and visual resources 
on special designation areas. Temporary impacts from fugitive dust emissions and noi se have 
been and continue to be reduced through mitigation measures.  However, permanent impacts to 
visual resources associated with special designated areas remain. 

 

4.15.10.3 Reasonably Foreseeable Projects 
Table 4. 1-1 pr ovides a l ist of  c urrent and r easonably f oreseeable pr ojects, i ncluding ot her 
proposed or  appr oved r enewable ener gy pr ojects, v arious B LM aut horized ac tions/activities, 
proposed or approved projects within the County’s jurisdiction, and ot her actions/activities that 
the agencies consider reasonably foreseeable.  Table 4.1-2 summarizes the cumulative projects 
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that would have the potential t o combine with the Proposed Action and result i n cumulative 
impacts to s pecially des ignated ar eas.  M ost o f these p rojects ha ve either under gone 
independent environmental review pursuant to NEPA and/or CEQA, or will do so prior to 
approval.  E ven i f env ironmental r eview has  no t been c ompleted for the c umulative pr ojects 
described in Table 4.1-2, their effects were considered in the cumulative impacts analysis in the 
draft EIS/EIR. 

Projects currently under construction in the vicinity of  the proposed facility include the Ivanpah 
SEGS s olar f acility ( 3,471 ac res), t he E ITP, M ountain P ass Lat eral nat ural g as pi peline, and 
expansion of the Molycorp Minerals, LLC rare earths mine.  Proposed projects in the vicinity of 
the proposed facility that would have potentially adverse impacts to special designations include 
the Ivanpah SEGS solar facility, the ElTP, expansion of Molycorp Mine, the Southern Nevada 
Supplemental Airport, Desert Xpress high speed passenger rail line, Silver State Phase 2 solar 
facility, and the Calnev Pipeline Expansion Project. 

These projects were selected based on the distance in which impacts from air emissions, noise, 
and visual resources could be experienced within the specially designated areas.  Several types 
of development projects could contribute to the cumulative impact of the Proposed Action and 
alternatives, i ncluding commercial and i ndustrial dev elopment, utility, transportation, and 
renewable energy projects. These types of reasonably foreseeable projects could combine with 
potential impacts of the Proposed Action or an alternative to affect special designations within 
the geographic extent of this cumulative analysis.  

Most of  t hese p rojects have ei ther under gone i ndependent env ironmental r eview pur suant t o 
NEPA and/or CEQA or will do so prior to approval.  These environmental reviews, as well as 
applicable Federal, state, and l ocal regulations, include mitigation measures and requirements 
that would avoid or reduce air emissions, noise, and visual impacts of each of the independent 
projects.  H owever, al l of t he c umulative pr ojects l isted abov e w ould have t he pot ential o f 
combining impacts with the Proposed Action, as construction schedules and operational periods 
would overlap. Therefore, effects of these projects were considered in the cumulative impacts 
analysis below. 

 

4.15.10.4 Cumulative Impacts associated with Proposed Action 
Construction 
Numerous energy-related dev elopment pr ojects, i ncluding t he p roposed Stateline S olar Far m 
facility, would adversely affect the viewscape by adding temporary fugitive dust emissions 
during construction; temporary and permanent structures, fences, and other features that could 
interrupt landscape views; and increased noise caused by equipment required for construction 
and decommissioning, motor vehicle use, voices, music, or other worker-related sounds.  Any of 
these ac tivities i ndividually or  i n c ombination c ould c ause s ome u sers of t he s pecially 
designated areas to seek out other areas of the desert for their wilderness or recreation 
activities and experiences.  

Other projects identified within the cumulative project list described above have been and would 
be developed and operate on a similar magnitude of the proposed Stateline Solar Farm facility.  
These projects, including I-15, the Primm Resorts, Ivanpah SEGS facility, Silver State Phases 1 
and 2, Desert Xpress, Molycorp Mine and Phoenix Project, Southern Nevada Supplemental 
Airport, and EITP are all located within the general vicinity of the proposed Stateline facility, and 
would present similar effects to the air quality, noise, and v isual resources associated with the 
special designation areas. 

These potential cumulative impacts on specially-designated wilderness and recreation areas 
could affect visitor attraction to these and other specially designated areas within the vicinity of 
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the project area, since the myriad of projects in the cumulative scenario, in combination, would 
add large- and small-scale industrial, utility-related, and other uses in the vicinity of the project 
and the region more generally.  

Unavoidable impacts to ACECs, recreation, and designated wilderness areas would result since 
construction, operation, and decommissioning of the Proposed Action would alter the adjacent 
scenery to a more industrial setting, as viewed from the special designation areas.  Thus, the 
effects on special designation areas would continue until project facilities are dismantled and the 
vegetation and l andforms of  the s ite are reclaimed.  The ex isting landscape setting would be  
restored during the decommissioning phase, but effects would be long-term due to the length of 
time required for revegetation of desert areas.  

These potential impacts to specially designated areas are also discussed in the Air Resources, 
Noise, and Visual Resources sections, and mitigation measures for construction, operations and 
maintenance, and decommissioning activities have been proposed to reduce the impacts of the 
Proposed Action.   Similar m itigation measures hav e been r equired f or r ecently-approved 
projects, and would likely be required for projects that are currently under environmental review.  
However, adverse visual impacts associated with the industrial/commercial appearance of these 
projects would remain, even with mitigation. 

Cumulative effects associated with fugitive dust, noise, and visual disturbance from construction 
would not require any changes to the designations or status of specially designated areas within 
close proximity to the proposed Stateline Solar Farm facility.  Thus, construction of the proposed 
facility would not contribute substantially to cumulative impacts on specially designated areas. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
It i s expected that al l o f t he cumulative projects described above would be oper ational at  t he 
same time as the Proposed Action.  As a result, there would be long-term impacts associated 
with air emissions, noise, and visual appearance of those cumulative projects. 

The P roposed A ction would c ontribute to these pos sible l ong-term oper ational cumulative 
impacts since m ore than 25, 000 ac res of l and ar e p roposed for solar ener gy and ot her 
developments in t he I vanpah Valley area.  The conversion of  these lands would permanently 
modify the visual appearance of the area, and most of these impacts would be visible from 
within the specially designated areas. 

Cumulative effects associated with fugitive dust, noise, and v isual disturbance from operations 
would not require any changes to the designations or status of specially designated areas within 
close proximity to the proposed Stateline Solar Farm facility.  Thus, operations of the proposed 
facility would not contribute substantially to cumulative impacts on specially designated areas. 

 

Decommissioning 
The decommissioning of the Proposed Action is expected to result in adverse impacts similar to 
those identified for construction.  Air emissions, noise, and visual impacts from the 
decommissioning ac tivities as sociated w ith ot her r enewable ener gy and  ot her pr ojects w ould 
have t he pot ential t o c ombine w ith t hose o f t he P roposed A ction, w hich c ould r esult i n an  
adverse c umulative i mpact t o s pecially des ignated ar eas.  H owever, t he P roposed A ction’s 
contribution to cumulative impacts to specially designated areas during decommissioning would 
be temporary.  Fol lowing decommissioning, the land area associated with the Proposed Action 
would be restored, and adverse impacts would cease. 

Cumulative ef fects as sociated w ith f ugitive dus t, noi se, and v isual di sturbance from 
decommissioning would not  require any  c hanges t o the des ignations or s tatus o f s pecially 
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designated ar eas w ithin c lose pr oximity t o t he proposed Stateline S olar Far m facility.  Thus, 
decommissioning of the pr oposed facility would not  c ontribute s ubstantially t o c umulative 
impacts on specially designated areas. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The modification o f t he I vanpah D WMA w ould c onstitute a c hange i n t he boundar ies o f an  
established specially designated area.  This modification of the DWMA boundaries would not, 
however, have any effect on any of the other specially designated areas in the region, including 
the wilderness or recreation areas.  In addition, none of the past, present, or reasonably 
foreseeable future projects would include similar modifications of any specially designated 
areas.  Therefore, the modification of the boundary would not contribute to adverse cumulative 
impacts to these areas. 

By limiting future land uses within the newly-added 23,254 acre area, this action would reduce 
the potential for implementation of other large-scale projects that could generate air emissions, 
noise, or visual impacts within this portion of Ivanpah Valley.  The modification of the DWMA 
boundary would combine with other management actions that have limited land uses, such as 
the designation of the other ACECs, wilderness areas, and recreation areas.  T ogether, these 
management actions would contribute to a beneficial cumulative impact on the other specially 
designated areas in the region, including the wilderness or recreation areas. 

 

4.15.10.5 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines does not provide significance criteria for special 
designations, ex cept those s tated for a griculture and forestry r esources. N o s ignificance 
determination has been made. 

 

4.15.10.6 Alternatives 
Alternative 2: 2,385 Ac Alternative 
The impacts to specially designated areas associated with Alternative 2 would be approximately 
the s ame as  those as sociated w ith t he Proposed A ction.  T herefore, the c umulative i mpacts 
associated w ith A lternative 2 w ould be t he same as  those described above f or the P roposed 
Action. 

 

Alternative 3: 2,151 Ac Alternative 
The impacts to specially designated areas associated with Alternative 3 would be approximately 
the s ame as  those as sociated w ith t he P roposed A ction.  T herefore, the c umulative i mpacts 
associated w ith A lternative 3 w ould be t he same as  those described above f or the P roposed 
Action. 

 

Alternative 4: Reduced Acreage Alternative 
The impacts to specially designated areas associated with Alternative 4 would be approximately 
the s ame as  those as sociated w ith t he P roposed A ction.  T herefore, the c umulative i mpacts 
associated w ith A lternative 4 w ould be t he same as  those described above f or the P roposed 
Action. 
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Alternative 5: No Action Alternative 
By ha ving no as sociated ai r em issions, noi se, or v isual impacts, A lternative 5 ( the No Action 
Alternative) w ould not  c ontribute t o any  o f t he pot entially adv erse c umulative i mpacts to 
specially designated areas as the action alternatives.  However, it would also not result in the 
beneficial impacts to specially designated areas that would be as sociated with the modification 
of the boundary of the Ivanpah DWMA.  The No Action Alternative would continue the current 
situation of allowing BLM to consider other land uses, including land uses that could create air 
emissions, noise, or visual impacts (such as additional development of solar power facilities), on 
the project site and in the Northern Ivanpah Valley Unit. 

 

Alternative 6: No Project, Exclude Solar Alternative 
By denying the solar energy application, Alternative 6 would have no associated air emissions, 
noise, or  v isual i mpacts, and w ould t herefore no t c ontribute t o any  o f t he potentially adverse 
cumulative impacts to specially designated areas as the action alternatives.  In addition, by 
excluding the proposed facility area from future solar development, Alternative 6 would combine 
with other federal actions that have limited land uses over large areas in the region, and would 
therefore contribute incrementally t o reducing the potential for large-scale projects that c reate 
air emissions, noise, or visual impacts.  As such, this alternative would have a beneficial 
contribution to cumulative impacts to specially designated areas. 

 

Alternative 7: No Project, Approve Solar Alternative 
By denying the solar energy application, Alternative 7 would have no associated air emissions, 
noise, or  v isual i mpacts, and w ould t herefore no t contribute t o any  o f t he pot entially adverse 
cumulative impacts to specially designated areas as the action alternatives.  However, it would 
also not result in the beneficial impacts to specially designated areas that would be associated 
with t he m odification o f t he boundar y o f the I vanpah D WMA.  This alternative w ould a lso 
continue t he c urrent situation o f al lowing B LM t o c onsider ot her l and us es, i ncluding 
implementation of another solar facility that could create air emissions, noise, or visual impacts 
on the project site. 

 

4.15.11 Mitigation Measures 
No m itigation m easures ar e r ecommended s pecifically t o addr ess impacts to s pecially 
designated a reas.  Please s ee Sections 4. 2 (Air Q uality), 4.9 ( Noise), and 4. 18 ( Visual 
Resources) for a description of mitigation measures that would be implemented to reduce the 
project’s impact to air quality, noise, and visual resources. 
 
 
4.15.12 Residual Impacts After Mitigation 
By contributing to the industrial and commercial appearance of Ivanpah Valley, the visual impact 
of the proposed solar facility on users in the nearby specially designated areas would constitute 
an unavoidable residual impact. 
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4.16 Transportation and Public Access 
This section discusses the t ransportation and publ ic ac cess i mpacts t hat w ould oc cur w ith 
implementation of the Proposed Action and al ternatives. E ffects m ay oc cur f rom phy sical 
changes to roads, c onstruction ac tivities, introduction of  c onstruction- or oper ations-related 
traffic on local roads, or changes in traffic volumes created by either direct or indirect workforce 
changes i n t he ar ea. I nformation c ontained w ithin t his s ection w as pr ovided pr imarily by  t he 
Traffic Study for the Stateline Solar Farm Project, San Bernardino County, California, February 
2012, prepared by LSA Associates, Inc. (First Solar 2012l). 

 

4.16.1 Methodology for Analysis 
As di scussed i n S ection 3. 16, t he operations of the project area intersections and roadway 
segments ar e characterized us ing t he concept of  “ Level of  Service” ( LOS).  LOS i s t he t erm 
used to denote the different operating conditions which occur on a given roadway segment 
under various t raffic volume loads. I t i s a q ualitative measure used to describe a q uantitative 
analysis, taking into account factors such as roadway geometries, signal phasing, speed, travel 
delay, freedom to maneuver, and safety. LOS provides an index to the operational qualities of a 
roadway s egment or  an i ntersection. LOS des ignations r ange f rom A  t hrough F,  w ith LO S A  
representing the best operating conditions and LOS F representing the worst operating 
conditions. LOS designation is reported differently for signalized and unsignalized intersections, 
as well as for roadway segments. 

For unsignalized intersections, LOS is determined by the computed or measured control delay 
and is def ined f or each m inor movement. LOS is not  def ined f or the intersection as a whole. 
Table 4. 16-1 depicts the criteria, w hich ar e bas ed on t he a verage c ontrol del ay f or any  
particular minor movement. 

 
Table 4.16-1. Level of Service for Unsignalized Intersections 

Level of Service 
Unsignalized Intersection 
Average Delay per Vehicle 

(seconds) 

A ≤10 

B >10 and ≤ 15 

C >15 and ≤ 25 

D >25 and ≤ 35 

E >35 and ≤ 50 

F >50 
Source:  Transportation Research Board (2000) 

 
LOS F exists when there are insufficient gaps of suitable size to allow a s ide street demand to 
safely cross through a major street traffic stream. This level of service is generally evident from 
extremely long control delays experienced by side-street traffic and by queuing on the minor-
street approaches. The method, however, is based on a c onstant critical gap size; that is, the 
critical gap remains constant no matter how long the side-street motorist waits. 

LOS F may also appear in the form of side-street vehicles selecting smaller-than-usual gaps. In 
such c ases, s afety m ay be a pr oblem, and s ome di sruption t o t he m ajor t raffic s tream ma y 
result. It is important to note that LOS F may not always result in long queues but may result in 
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adjustments to normal gap acceptance behavior, which are more difficult to observe in the field 
than queuing. 

Freeway segment analysis involves a c omparison of Average Daily Traffic (ADT) volumes and 
an approximate daily capacity on the subject roadway.  Table 4.16-2 shows the LOS criteria for 
freeway segments. 

 
Table 4.16-2. Level of Service Criteria for Freeway Segments 

Level of Service 

Density (pc/mi/ln) for Basic 
Freeway Segments 

Average Delay per Vehicle 
(seconds) 

A ≤11 

B >11 and ≤ 18 

C >18 and ≤ 26 

D >26 and ≤ 35 

E >35 and ≤ 45 

F >45 
Source:  Transportation Research Board (2000) 
pc/mi/ln = passenger cars per mile per lane 

 
4.16.1.1 Trip Generation and Distribution 
The Stateline Solar Farm Project construction would take approximately 2 to 4 years from the 
commencement of  the construction process to complete the project. Typical construction work 
schedules are expected t o be f rom 7: 00 a. m. t o 5: 00 p. m., M onday t hrough Fr iday, w hich 
complies with the San Bernardino County noise ordinance restrictions for construction activity of 
7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m., except Sundays or Federal holidays. Due to hot desert conditions, the 
Applicant r equests t he f lexibility t o ar range work schedules into the evening or  ear ly morning 
hours. For example, dur ing t he hi gh t emperature m onths, i nstallation c rews m ay c hoose t he 
option to work from 2 a.m. to 12 p.m. to avoid excessive heat exposure and take advantage of 
the c oolest temperature hours. For safety reasons, c ertain c onstruction t asks, i ncluding f inal 
electrical terminations, must be performed after dark when no energy is being produced. 

 

Construction Trip Generation 
As discussed in the Traffic Study prepared by LSA (First Solar 2012m) trip generation during 
construction ac tivities i s bas ed on t he es timated num ber of  w orkers and types of equipment 
used during each phase of construction. Construction equipment would be del ivered to the site 
at the start of the construction activity for which the equipment is required and hauled out upon 
completion of the activity. T he del ivery of  c onstruction m aterials and t he r emoval of  w aste 
would occur generally throughout the day and throughout the entire construction period.  

The majority of construction vehicle trips would be from construction workers traveling to and 
from the site.  It is anticipated that the number of on-site construction workers would average 
approximately 400 em ployees.  T he peak  on-site wo rkforce w ould be appr oximately 6 00 
employees. D esert S tateline, LLC  ( the A pplicant) has  i ndicated t hat t hey w ould hire a San 
Bernardino County-based workforce to the extent feasible. However, it is expected that some 
workers would travel to and from the project site each day from the Barstow, California, and Las 
Vegas, Nevada, ar eas. I t i s ant icipated t hat some construction workers would stay in Primm, 
Nevada, approximately 1.5 miles northeast of the project site.  In order to account for 
carpooling, it was assumed that vehicle would have two construction workers commuting to and 
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from the site.  The estimated maximum daily trip generation rate for construction workers is 400 
inbound vehicle trips during the a.m. peak hour and 400 outbound vehicle trips during the p.m. 
peak hour. 

Truck t raffic dur ing c onstruction i s ex pected t o average appr oximately 40 inbound and 40 
outbound t ruck t rips per  day , i ncluding 13 deliveries of materials and supplies plus other 
construction-related t ruck t rips. T he 40 truck t rips per  day  would result i n 8 0 trips ( i.e., 40 
inbound trips and 40 outbound trips). Although construction truck trips and del iveries would be 
planned to during non-peak hours, it is assumed that approximately 10 percent of the truck trips 
would occur in the a.m. peak hour and 10 percent would occur in the p.m. peak hour.   

Large construction t rucks oc cupy m ore r oad c apacity t han pas senger v ehicles due t o t heir 
greater size, reduced maneuverability and slower start-up times. T o account for the greater 
road c apacity us ed by  l arge c onstruction trucks, pas senger c ar eq uivalent ( PCE) f actors ar e 
applied to the vehicle trip generation. For truck trips, a P CE f actor of  2. 0 was appl ied.  T his 
means that each truck is considered to be two passenger vehicles in terms of the road capacity 
used by each truck.  

The construction trip generation for the project is illustrated in Table 4.16-3.  The existing–plus-
project traffic volumes are shown on Figure 4.16-1. 

 
Table 4.16-3. Construction Trip Generation 

 AM Peak Hour2 PM Peak Hour Daily 
 In Out Total In Out Total Total 

Employee Vehicles 400 0 400 0 400 400 800 
Truck Trips1 8 8 16 8 8 16 80 

Total 408 8 416 8 408 416 880 
Source:  First Solar 2011 
1 Peak-hour truck trips equal 10 percent of daily truck trips.  A passenger car equivalent (PCE) factor of 2.0 was applied to the truck 
trips. 
2 Peak hour is the hourly volume with the highest value in a 24-hour period.  
 

Trip Distribution  
According to the Traffic Study prepared by LSA (First Solar 2012m), it was assumed that most 
workers would be hous ed in Primm, Nevada.  As such, 80 per cent of  the construction vehicle 
trips would commute to and f rom the site via I-15 between the project site and Primm and 20 
percent w ould c ommute t o and f rom t he s ite v ia I -15 between t he pr oject s ite and B aker, 
California. 

 
Operation Trip Generation 
As stated in the Applicant’s POD, the workforce for O&M and security purposes is estimated to 
be 7 to 10 full-time workers. However, in order to provide a conservative analysis of traffic 
impacts, the traffic analysis conducted by LSA (First Solar 2012m) assumed that the maximum 
number of  em ployees ant icipated at  any  one t ime for operations, maintenance, and security 
would be 12 f ull-time w orkers.  B ased on t his as sumption, t he pr oject w ould generate 
approximately 12 t rips during the a.m. peak hour when employees commute to the site and 12 
trips during the p.m. peak hour when employees leave the site.  I t is possible that some truck 
trips to and from t he s ite would occur when t he r eplacement of  ons ite eq uipment i s needed.   
However, operation of the project would not require regularly schedule truck trips. 
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Decommissioning Trip Generation 
The project would be in operation for a period of 30 years.  Once operation of the project 
ceases, the onsite equipment would be recycled to the extent feasible. Onsite equipment and 
materials that cannot be r ecycled would be di sposed of safely.  T he project site could then be 
utilized by other uses that conform to applicable land use regulations that are in effect at the 
time of  c losure. T he overall dur ation of  dec ommissioning ac tivities i s ex pected t o be s horter 
than construction of  t he project.  I t i s ant icipated that decommissioning of the Stateline Solar 
Farm Project would require fewer truck trips and employees than construction of the project.   

 

4.16.2 CEQA Significance Criteria 
The following criteria were used to determine the significance of impacts under CEQA: 

• Trans-1: Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic 
load and capacity of the street system; 

• Trans-2: Exceed a l evel of  s ervice s tandard es tablished by  t he c ounty congestion 
management agency for designated roads or highways; 

• Trans-3: Result in change to air traffic patterns; 

• Trans-4: Substantially increase hazards due to a design features or incompatible uses; 

• Trans-5: Result in inadequate emergency access; 

• Trans-6: Result in inadequate parking capacity; or 

• Trans-7: Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, 
bicycle, or pedestrian facilities. 

For the Proposed Action and its alternatives, the criterion numbered Trans-3 was determined to 
be inapplicable or  w ould r esult i n no i mpact and,  t herefore, i s not  addr essed f urther i n t he 
impact analysis presented in this section. This criterion was determined to be inapplicable or to 
result in no impact as the project site would not be l ocated within 2 miles of a publ ic airport or 
public use airport that would result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the 
project area. There would be no impacts under this criterion from any component of the 
Proposed Action or alternatives. 

 

4.16.3 Alternative 1: Proposed Action 

4.16.3.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
This analysis of direct and indirect impacts for the Proposed Action is organized according to 
the following project phases: construction; operation and maintenance; and decommissioning. 

 

Construction 
During construction, transportation systems in the Proposed Action area would be impacted by 
an increase in traffic due to an influx of construction workers and the delivery of construction 
equipment and materials. Construction equipment and materials deliveries would occur 
throughout the construction period. Construction of the Proposed Action would take between 2 
to 4 years to complete.   

Construction equipment for the Proposed Action includes various size trucks, tractors, trailers, 
dozers, t renching m achines, dills, and generators. Most of t he heavy construction eq uipment 
would be delivered from storage y ards t o c onstruction s ites on l owboy t rucks or  t railers. 
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Construction equipment would be left overnight onsite when feasible or, where overnight onsite 
storage is infeasible, at the contractor yards or at other storage yards in the area.  

The Applicant would use existing roads and BLM-designated open routes to gain access to the 
project site during construction, maintenance and decommissioning activities. Refer to Chapter 
2, D escription of  P roposed A ction and A lternatives, f or a l ist of  al l ant icipated access and 
maintenance roads and routes. Modifications to some existing roads, including grading and/or 
widening, may be required.  

 

Intersections 
As discussed i n S ection 3. 16, t he t hree m ajor i ntersections i n t he t raffic anal ysis ar ea al l 
operate at LOS A in both t he a. m. and p. m. peak  hour s.  For t he anal ysis of  i mpacts t o 
intersections during construction, t he peak -hour construction vehicle t rips ( as shown in Table 
4.16-2) w ere added t o t he ex isting intersection t raffic volumes and LO S f or t he study area 
intersections w ere c alculated. T he resulting LOS under t he ex isting pl us c onstruction traffic 
scenario for study area intersections are shown in Table 4.16-4. 

 
Table 4.16-4. Existing Plus Project Construction Intersection LOS 

 AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
Intersection Delay LOS Delay LOS 

Yates Well Road–Sweet Bay 
Drive/Silverton Road 11.9 sec B 12.5 sec B 

I-15 southbound ramp/Yates Well Road 11.0 sec B 8.5 sec A 
I-15 northbound ramp/Yates Well Road 9.1 sec A 16.7 sec C 
Source:  First Solar 2011 
I-15 = Interstate 15 
LOS = level of service 
Sec = seconds 
 
As noted in Table 4.16-4, the three traffic analysis area intersections would operate with a LOS 
C or better under existing plus project construction conditions.   

 

Freeway Segments 
The LO S f or t he I -15 dur ing c onstruction of  t he pr oject w as c alculated by adding the 
construction vehicle t rips to t he ex isting I -15 t raffic v olumes. T he results of  t he existing pl us 
project construction traffic analysis for the I-15 segment serving the project site are shown in 
Table 4.16-5. 

 
Table 4.16-5. Existing Plus Project Construction Freeway LOS 

 Peak Northbound Volume 
Traffic Density LOS 

Weekday 2,526 vehicles 21.3 pc/mi/ln C 
Friday 4,104 vehicles >45 pc/mi/ln F 
Source:  First Solar 2011 
LOS = level of service 
pc/mi/ln = passenger cars per mile per lane 
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As s hown i n T able 4. 16-5, t he nor thbound s egment of I -15 i n t he t raffic anal ysis ar ea would 
continue to operate at satisfactory LOS C during peak hour traffic Monday through Thursday.  
The nor thbound s egment of I -15, which operates at LOS E  dur ing Fr iday peak  hour  t raffic 
under ex isting c onditions, w ould deg rade t o an LO S F under  ex isting pl us pr oject traffic 
conditions during the Friday peak hour. 

 

Public Access 
Construction of the Proposed Action may temporarily interfere with public access in the project 
area. Public access such as existing recreational activities could be temporarily disrupted since 
access to the site and off-highway vehicle (OHV) routes may be restricted during construction.  

The patrons of the Primm Valley Golf Club and t he r esidents w ho r eside at  t he Y ates W ell 
Road/I-15 Interchange would not be subjected to substantial intersection delays as a result of 
construction activities associated with the Proposed Action.   

Mitigation measure MM-Trans-1 would require the Applicant to m inimize t he di sturbance of  
existing land uses and to coordinate with the owners to determine an acceptable solution and 
fund any necessary avoidance measures or modifications. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
The proposed facility would have a maximum full-time on-site work force of  12 w orkers.  A s a 
result, the project would generate approximately 24 average daily trips, with 12 trips during the 
a.m. and 12 trips during p.m. peak hours, which is approximately 3 percent of the 880 daily trips 
generated during constructions.  The traffic generated by the project during operation would not 
adversely af fect traffic operations on t he I-15 or surrounding local roadways and intersections.  
As pr eviously di scussed, i t is possible that some t ruck t rips to and f rom the s ite would occur 
when the replacement of onsite equipment is needed.  However, operation of the project would 
not require regularly scheduled truck trips.     

 

Decommissioning 
The pr oject w ould be i n oper ation f or a period of 30 years.  Once operation of the project 
ceases, the onsite equipment would be recycled to the extent feasible. The decommissioning of 
the project would be s imilar t o t he construction ac tivities described ear lier, and would include 
demolition and removal of above-ground and subsurface facilities and site contouring and 
restoration.  Onsite equipment and materials that cannot be recycled would be disposed of 
safely. T he dur ation of  dec ommissioning w ould be s horter t han t he duration of construction.  
The project site could then be ut ilized by  ot her us es t hat c onform t o appl icable l and us e 
regulations that are in effect at t he t ime of  c losure. T he overall dur ation of  decommissioning 
activities is expected to be shorter than construction of the project.  It is anticipated that 
decommissioning of  t he S tateline S olar Far m P roject w ould r equire f ewer t ruck t rips and 
employees than construction of the project.  Nonetheless, in the absence of a decommissioning 
plan, i t i s as sumed t hat vehicle t rips as sociated w ith dec ommissioning would have the same 
effects to intersection and freeway LOS and publ ic access as those which would occur during 
construction.   
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Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
Modification of the Ivanpah D WMA boundar y w ould not  be ex pected t o g enerate addi tional 
vehicle trips.  M odification of  t he D WMA boundar y m ay r estrict publ ic ac cess t o sensitive 
habitat areas within portions of the DWMA.   

 

4.16.3.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Significance conclusions for the impacts identified for each phase of the project (Construction, 
Operation and M aintenance, D ecommissioning) ar e pr esented bel ow bas ed on the CEQA 
Significance Criteria presented in Section 4.10.2.  O nly those significance criteria which were 
determined in Section 4.10.2 to be relevant to the project are addressed below: 

 

Trans-1 
A significant i mpact w ould oc cur i f t he i ncrease i n pr oject traffic causes any intersection to 
operate at LOS D or worse condition during the a.m. or p.m. peak hours. Based on the analysis 
presented above, the LOS of study area intersections would not change substantially and they 
would not operate at LOS D or worse during construction, operation or decommissioning. The 
three intersections c hange LO S l evels f rom LO S A  t o LO S B or C  as a r esult of  t emporary 
construction activities; therefore, impacts are considered less than significant.   

Mitigation measure MM-Trans-1 requires the Applicant to expand and improve their existing 
Traffic M anagement P lan. T his w ould r equire t he A pplicant t o consult with jurisdictional 
agencies to develop a s trategy to assure safe and ef fective passage of through-traffic during 
construction activities. 

 

Trans-2 
A significant impact would occur if the increase in project traffic on I-15 causes the LOS of a 
segment to degrade to below LOS E.  The I-15 segment serving the site currently operates at 
LOS C  dur ing peak  t raffic v olumes on Monday through T hursday and LO S E  dur ing peak  
volumes on Friday.  Based on the analysis presented above, construction traffic and 
decommissioning traffic would cause the LOS on Fr iday during peak traffic volume to degrade 
to LO S F.   T his would c onstitute a s ignificant i mpact.  Mitigation measures MM-Trans-1 and 
MM-Trans-2 would reduce t he impact and t he impact would be t emporary; however, i t would 
remain significant and unavoidable.  
Impacts to freeway segments during operation would be less than significant. 

 

Trans-4 
A significant impact would occur if the project results in an increase in transportation hazards 
due to a design feature.  The project would not result in an increase in hazards due to a design 
feature.  Project construction w ould not  i nvolve any  r oadway des ign el ements ex cept f or 
entrances to the project s ite.  C onstruction-related t ruck t raffic and dec ommissioning-related 
truck t raffic could potentially obstruct traffic on l ocal publ ic s treets; how ever, w ith 
implementation of  a t raffic m anagement plan as  r equired by  B LM, adeq uate s ight di stance 
would be ensured at these access driveways for trucks to exit the project site without 
obstructing traffic on public streets. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. No 
impact would oc cur w ith r espect traffic generated dur ing construction and operation of t he 
project. 
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Trans-5 
The Applicant will have a P roject f ire prevention plan in place f or construction and operation.  
With implementation of a traffic management plan as required by BLM, adequate emergency 
access w ould be m aintained dur ing pr oject c onstruction and decommissioning.  In addition, 
mitigation measure MM-Trans-1, which requires preparation and implementation of a Traffic 
Management P lan, w ould ens ure t hat em ergency access impacts w ould be  less t han 
significant. 

 

Trans-6 
Adequate par king w ould be pr ovided f or c onstruction eq uipment and em ployees; therefore, 
impacts would be less than significant. 

 

Trans-7 
The project would not conflict with any adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting 
alternative transportation. No impact would occur.  

 

4.16.4 Alternative 2: 2,385 Ac Alternative 

4.16.4.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 2 would occupy two separate parcels north and south of the existing transmission 
corridor.  The Solar Farm site, gen-tie corridor, and access corridor under Alternative 2 w ould 
require approximately 2,385 acres of land managed by the BLM, which is 242 acres (or about 
12 percent) more than the Proposed Action. Alternative 2 would utilize the same materials and 
equipment as the Proposed Action. Therefore, the intensity of traffic per day would be basically 
the same as in the Proposed Action.  However, due to the larger project site under this 
alternative, the duration of construction-generated traffic may be incrementally longer.   

Effects on the existing transportation system may arise from construction, operations and 
maintenance, and decommissioning equipment and vehicles. 

 

Construction 
Intersection 
As concluded in t he i ntersection anal ysis f or t he P roposed A ction, no adv erse i mpacts w ere 
identified for Alternative 2, which is forecasted to generate equal traffic as the Proposed Action.  
Note, however, that the duration of construction impacts to roadways may be incrementally 
longer under Alternative 2 due to the larger site compared to the Proposed Action. 

 
Freeway Segment  
Similar to the Proposed Action, construction of Alternative 2 would temporarily cause the I-15 
freeway segment to degrade from LOS E to LOS F during Friday peak traffic.  However, this 
impact would be expected to occur for an incrementally longer period of time under Alternative 
2 due to the larger size of the site.  
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Public Access 
As with the Proposed Action, construction of Alternative 2 would temporarily interfere with public 
access in the project area. This impact would be expected to occur for an incrementally longer 
period of time under Alternative 2 due to the larger size of the site.  Mitigation measure MM-
Trans-1 would apply to this alternative. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Similar to the Proposed Action, the project would have no adverse impacts at any of the study 
area intersections or segments during operation. No adv erse ef fects t o publ ic ac cess w ould 
occur during operation.   

 

Decommissioning 
As with the Proposed Action, it is assumed that vehicle trips associated with decommissioning 
would have the same effects to intersection and freeway LOS and public access as those which 
would oc cur dur ing c onstruction.  However, t his i mpact w ould be ex pected t o oc cur f or an 
incrementally longer period of time under Alternative 2 due to the larger size of the site.  

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
As with the Proposed Action, modification of the Ivanpah DWMA boundary under Alternative 2 
would not be expected to generate additional vehicle trips. Modification of the DWMA boundary 
may restrict public access to sensitive habitat areas within portions of the DWMA.     

 

4.16.4.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
The CEQA s ignificance det erminations f or t he P roposed A ction identified abov e i n S ection 
4.16.3.2 would appl y t o t he i mpacts as sociated w ith c onstruction, oper ation and 
decommissioning under  Alternative 2.  Under Alternative 2,  t he dur ation of  c onstruction and 
decommissioning activities and associated impacts t o t ransportation f acilities m ay be 
incrementally l onger t han t he P roposed A ction due t o t he larger s ize of  t he pr oject s ite of 
Alternative 2.      

 

4.16.5 Alternative 3: 2,151 Ac Alternative 

4.16.5.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 3 would occupy approximately 2, 151 acres in a contiguous project f ootprint in t he 
northeastern portion of the project study area.  The project site under Alternative 3 i s 8 acres 
larger than t he pr oject s ite under  t he P roposed Action.  Alternative 3 would ut ilize t he s ame 
materials and eq uipment as  t he P roposed A ction. T herefore, t he i ntensity of traffic per day 
would be basically the same as in the Proposed Action.   

Effects on the existing transportation system may arise from construction, operations and 
maintenance, and decommissioning equipment and vehicles. 
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Construction 
Intersection 
As c oncluded in t he i ntersection anal ysis f or t he P roposed A ction, no adv erse i mpacts w ere 
identified for Alternative 3, which is forecasted to generate equal traffic as the Proposed Action. 

 
Freeway Segment 
Similar to the Proposed Action, construction of Alternative 3 would temporarily cause the I-15 
freeway segment to degrade from LOS E to LOS F during Friday peak traffic. 

 

Public Access 
As with the Proposed Action, construction of Alternative 3 may temporarily interfere with public 
access in the project area.  Mitigation measure MM-Trans-1 would apply to this alternative. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Similar to the Proposed Action, the project would have no adverse impacts at any of the study 
area intersections or segments during operation. No adv erse ef fects t o publ ic ac cess w ould 
occur during operation.   

 

Decommissioning 
As with the Proposed Action, it is assumed that vehicle trips associated with decommissioning 
would have the same effects to intersection and freeway LOS and public access as those which 
would occur during construction. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
As with the Proposed Action, modification of the Ivanpah DWMA boundary under Alternative 3 
would not be expected to generate additional vehicle trips.  Modification of the DWMA boundary 
may restrict public access to sensitive habitat areas within portions of the DWMA.     

 

4.16.5.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
The CEQA s ignificance det erminations f or t he P roposed A ction i dentified abov e i n S ection 
4.16.3.2 w ould appl y t o t he i mpacts as sociated w ith c onstruction, oper ation and 
decommissioning under Alternative 3. 

 

4.16.6 Alternative 4: Reduced Acreage Alternative 

4.16.6.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 4 is conceptually similar to the Proposed Action (Alternative 1), but would be placed 
within a different l and ar ea which c omprises 1, 766 acres.  T he l and ar ea as sociated w ith 
Alternative 4 would be the same as the northern portion of the bifurcated footprint of Alternative 
2.  Alternative 4 would ut ilize t he s ame m aterials and eq uipment as  t he P roposed A ction.  
Therefore, the i ntensity of  t raffic per  day  w ould be bas ically t he s ame as  i n t he P roposed 
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Action.  However, due t o t he small project site under  t his al ternative, t he dur ation of  
construction-generated traffic may be incrementally shorter. 

Effects on the existing transportation system may arise from construction, operations and 
maintenance, and decommissioning equipment and vehicles. 

 

Construction 
Intersection 
As concluded in t he i ntersection anal ysis f or t he P roposed A ction, no adv erse i mpacts w ere 
identified. Therefore, no adverse impacts would occur dur ing the construction of Alternative 4, 
which is forecasted to generate equal traffic as the Proposed Action.  Note, however, that the 
duration of construction impacts to roadways may be i ncrementally shorter under Alternative 4 
due to the smaller site compared to the Proposed Action. 

 
Freeway Segment 
Similar to the Proposed Action, construction of Alternative 4 would temporarily cause the I-15 
freeway segment to degrade from LOS E to LOS F during Friday peak traffic.  However, this 
impact would be expected to occur for an incrementally shorter period of time under Alternative 
4 due to the smaller size of the project site.  

 

Public Access 
As with the Proposed Action, construction of Alternative 4 may temporarily interfere with public 
access in the project area.  This impact would be expected to occur for an incrementally shorter 
period of  t ime under Alternative 4 due to the smaller size of the site.  Mitigation measure MM-
Trans-1 would apply to this alternative. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Similar to the Proposed Action, the project would have no adverse impacts at any of the study 
area intersections or segments during operation. No adv erse ef fects t o publ ic ac cess w ould 
occur during operation.   

 

Decommissioning 
As with the Proposed Action, it is assumed that vehicle trips associated with decommissioning 
would have the same effects to intersection and freeway LOS and public access as those which 
would oc cur dur ing c onstruction.  However, t his i mpact w ould be ex pected t o occur f or an 
incrementally shorter period of time under Alternative 4 due to the smaller size of the site.  

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
As with the Proposed Action, modification of the Ivanpah DWMA boundary under Alternative 4 
would not be expected to generate additional vehicle trips.  Modification of the DWMA boundary 
may restrict public access to sensitive habitat areas within portions of the DWMA.     
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4.16.6.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
The CEQA s ignificance det erminations f or t he P roposed A ction i dentified abov e i n S ection 
4.16.3.2 w ould appl y t o t he i mpacts as sociated w ith c onstruction, oper ation and 
decommissioning under A lternative 4.  U nder A lternative 4, t he dur ation of  c onstruction and 
decommissioning ac tivities and as sociated i mpacts to transportation f acilities m ay be 
incrementally s horter t han t he P roposed A ction due t o t he s maller s ize of  t he pr oject site of 
Alternative 4. However, Alternative 4 would not result in a substantial lessening of any 
significant environmental impacts as compared to the other alternatives. 

 

4.16.7 Alternative 5: No Action Alternative 

4.16.7.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
The No Action Alternative would leave the project site vacant.  This alternative would not involve 
any c onstruction, del ivery, oper ations, m aintenance, or  dec ommissioning activities.  T he 
Associated Management Actions would also not occur under this alternative.  Therefore, there 
would be no i ncrease i n t raffic or  c hange t o t ransportation f acilities c ompared t o current 
conditions. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The boundaries of the existing Ivanpah DWMA would not be modified under the N o Action 
Alternative.  Land us es associated with the Ivanpah DWMA would continue as they are today.  
Because this action would not be taken, there would be no impacts to traffic. 

 

4.16.7.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
The l ess t han s ignificant i mpacts and s ignificant i mpacts i dentified f or t he P roposed Action 
would not occur under Alternative 5.  No adverse impacts related to transportation would occur.   

 

4.16.8 Alternative 6: No Project, Exclude Solar Alternative 

4.16.8.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 6 would include a finding by B LM t hat t he s ite i s not  s uitable f or s olar ener gy 
development, and no pr oject w ould be appr oved.  This al ternative w ould not  i nvolve any  
construction, del ivery, ope rations, maintenance, or  dec ommissioning ac tivities.  Therefore, 
there would be no increase in t raffic or change to t ransportation facilities compared to current 
conditions. 

  

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The boundar ies of  t he ex isting I vanpah D WMA w ould not  be m odified under A lternative 6 .  
Land uses associated with the Ivanpah DWMA would continue as they are today.  Because this 
action would not be taken, there would be no impacts to traffic. 
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4.16.8.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
The l ess t han s ignificant impacts and s ignificant i mpacts i dentified f or t he P roposed Action 
would not occur under Alternative 6.  No impacts related to transportation or public access 
would occur.   

 

4.16.9 Alternative 7: No Project, Approve Solar Alternative 

4.16.9.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 7 would include a finding by B LM t hat t he s ite i s not  s uitable f or s olar ener gy 
development, and none of the action alternatives would be approved.  The Stateline Solar Farm 
Project would not be constructed on the project site and the project site would remain vacant in 
the near -term.  U nder t his al ternative, t he B LM w ould not  appr ove t he pr oposed facility, but 
would amend the CDCA Plan to allow f or ot her s olar pr ojects on t he s ite.  A s a r esult, i t i s 
possible that another solar energy project could be constructed on the site. 

  

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The boundar ies of  t he ex isting I vanpah D WMA w ould not  be m odified under A lternative 7 .  
Land uses associated with the Ivanpah DWMA would continue as they are today.  I f a solar or 
other r enewable ener gy f acility i s pr oposed on t he s ite i n the future, the impact on 
transportation and publ ic ac cess w ould be c onsidered i n a project-specific env ironmental 
analysis that would occur at that time. 

 

4.16.9.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
The impacts identified for the Proposed Action would not occur under Alternative 8. No impacts 
related to transportation or public access would occur.   

 

4.16.10 Cumulative Impacts 

4.16.10.1 Geographic Extent/Context 
For the purposes of  t he cumulative analysis of  t ransportation and ac cess impacts, only other 
projects t hat m ake a s ubstantial c ontribution t o t raffic at  t he s ame i ntersections and street 
segments as the Proposed Action are considered. Because the volume of traffic generated 
during c onstruction w ould not  be particularly large and would be substantially less during 
operation, only intersections and freeway segments in close proximity to the Project site would 
experience any  appr eciable i ncrease i n t raffic.  Therefore, t he s tudy ar ea f or c umulative 
impacts consists of t he i mmediate vicinity of  t he Project site w here ot her pr ojects m ight 
contribute traffic to the same intersections and street segments. 

 

4.16.10.2 Existing Cumulative Conditions 
Substantial r egional t raffic pas ses t hrough the State l ine area on I -15, w hich c onnects t he 
Southern California area w ith Las V egas, Nevada.  Existing t raffic on l ocal r oadways i s 
substantially l ess t han I -15, as des cribed i n S ection 3. 16.  A w ide v ariety of  ac tivities and 
development contribute to the current c umulative c onditions f or t ransportation and public 
access in the project area, including recreational activities; mining; solar development; electric 
utilities, nat ural g as, pet roleum pr oducts and communications; and farming.  Specific existing 
land uses in the immediate vicinity of  the project site that contribute to existing traffic volumes 
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and limitations to public access include the I-15 freeway corridor, the Primm Resorts, the Union 
Pacific r ailway, and t he W alter H iggins Generating Station. These t ypes of  pas t and ong oing 
projects and ac tivities would c ombine w ith t raffic g enerated by  t he P roposed A ction or  an 
alternative to affect transportation and public access within the vicinity of the Project site. 

Intersections in the pr oject area g enerally oper ate at  ac ceptable LO S.  Li kewise, t he I -15 
freeway segment within the Ivanpah Valley operates at an ac ceptable LOS, with the exception 
peak traffic on Friday afternoons when the LOS degrades to levels below LOS E.   

Existing c umulative c onditions al so i nclude t raffic g enerated by  t he c urrent c onstruction 
activities as sociated w ith t he I vanpah S EGS s olar f acility ( 3,471 acres), th e EITP, and 
expansion of  t he M olycorp r are ear ths m ine.  Construction of t hese pr ojects adds  addi tional 
vehicles on t he I -15 and local roadways, i ncluding t he I -15, t he Y ates Well R oad/I-15 
interchanges, and Yates Well Road. 

  

4.16.10.3 Reasonably Foreseeable Projects 
Table 4. 1-1 pr ovides a l ist of  c urrent and reasonably foreseeable projects, including other 
proposed or appr oved r enewable ener gy pr ojects, v arious B LM aut horized ac tions/activities, 
proposed or approved projects within the County’s jurisdiction, and ot her actions/activities that 
the agencies c onsider r easonably f oreseeable.  T able 4. 1-2 s ummarizes t he c umulative 
projects that would have the potential to combine with the Proposed Action and result in 
cumulative impacts to transportation and access.  Most of these projects have either undergone 
independent environmental review pursuant to NEPA and/or CEQA, or will do so prior to 
approval.  E ven i f env ironmental r eview has  not  been c ompleted f or t he c umulative pr ojects 
described in Table 4.1-2, their effects were considered in the cumulative impacts analysis in the 
draft EIS/EIR. 

Projects currently under construction in the vicinity of  the proposed facility include the Ivanpah 
SEGS s olar f acility ( 3,471 ac res), t he E ITP, Mountain P ass Lat eral nat ural gas pipeline, and 
expansion of the Molycorp Minerals, LLC rare earths mine.  Proposed projects in the vicinity of 
the pr oposed f acility t hat would have pot entially adverse i mpacts t o transportation and t raffic 
include the I vanpah SEGS solar f acility, t he E lTP, expansion of  Molycorp Mine, the Southern 
Nevada Supplemental Airport, Desert Xpress high speed passenger rail line, Silver State Phase 
2 solar facility, and the Calnev Pipeline Expansion Project. 

   

4.16.10.4 Cumulative Impacts associated with Proposed Action 

Construction 
The projects currently under construction i n t he pr oject ar ea m ay l imit publ ic ac cess t o B LM 
land and t emporarily af fect t ransportation f acilities dur ing c onstruction.  If c onstruction of  t he 
Proposed Action or one of  its alternatives overlaps with existing construction activities currently 
underway, temporary cumulative impacts to transportation and access could occur.    

The Desert X press project has  been appr oved, but  has been put on hol d. I n addi tion, t he 
Southern Nevada Supplemental Airport Project is currently on hold.  As such, it is anticipated 
that construction of  both of  t hese projects would not  occur until construction of the Proposed 
Action or one of its alternatives is completed.   

Construction of the Proposed Action or one of  its alternatives would commence in March 2013 
and could last through March 2017.  Construction activities for the Ivanpah SEGS solar facility, 
the E ITP, and ex pansion of  t he M olycorp Phoenix mine are c urrently i n pr ogress and ar e 
anticipated t o l ast throughout the Stateline Solar Farm Project construction phase.  
Construction of the Calnev Pipeline E xpansion, M ountain P ass Lat eral natural g as pi peline, 
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JPOE, and Silver State Phase 2 is expected to start in late 2012 or early 2013.   Note, however, 
that the JPOE project will be very small and short-duration, and the Calnev and Mountain Pass 
Lateral projects are both linear pipeline projects that will pass through the project area relatively 
quickly; consequently, these projects would not substantially contribute to cumulative impacts to 
transportation and access.  Therefore, it is assumed that the Ivanpah ISEGS facility, EITP, 
Molycorp Phoenix mine expansion, the Silver State Phase 2 project could occur throughout the 
2-4 year construction phase of Proposed Action or one of its alternatives.   

It is anticipated that the concurrent construction of all of the aforementioned projects would 
require approximately 2,000 to 4,000 construction workers.  Construction worker vehicle trips to 
and from the project sites, along with the delivery of materials and equipment by truck would 
temporarily increase traffic volumes on roadways and at intersections.  All of the construction 
vehicle t rips associated with these projects would use the I -15.  As previously discussed, the 
northbound I-15 currently operates at an LOS E during Friday afternoon peak traffic and 
construction traffic from the Proposed Action would cause it to degrade to LOS F.  Traffic from 
the concurrent construction of projects in the area would exacerbate the LOS F condition.   

Construction vehicles currently access the Ivanpah SEGS solar facility and t he EITP via Yates 
Well Road from the I-15.  Therefore, the concurrent construction of Ivanpah SEGS solar facility 
the EITP and t he Proposed Action would add c onstruction vehicle trips to the I-15 southbound 
ramp/Yates Well R oad i ntersection and t he I -15 nor thbound r amp/Yates W ell R oad 
intersection.  The estimated 2, 000 t o 4, 000 c onstruction w orkers as sociated w ith t he 
concurrently construction of the cumulative projects could cause the intersections to operate at 
unacceptable LOS during peak morning and afternoon commuting times.   

   

Operation and Maintenance 
As di scussed above, t he S outhern N evada S upplemental A irport and D esert X press projects 
have been put  on hol d.  If t hese pr ojects are constructed, t hey would improve t ransportation 
facilities in the area by providing expanded airport facilities and introducing passenger rail travel 
to the area, an option that is currently not available.  Operation of the Southern N evada 
Supplemental Airport may incrementally increase traffic on I -15 at certain t imes; however, it is 
anticipated that the majority of traffic would occur on the I-15 between Primm and Las Vegas 
Nevada.  Conversely, the Southern Nevada Supplemental Airport may incrementally decrease 
traffic if people choose to travel by airplane instead of automobile.  Similarly, the Desert Xpress 
may incrementally decrease traffic on t he I-15 by providing an al ternative transportation option 
to people who would otherwise travel via automobile between the Los Angeles, California and 
Las Vegas, Nevada areas.   

The JPOE would i nclude an Agricultural Inspection Facility and a Commercial Vehicle 
Enforcement Fac ility l ocated on t he nor th s ide of I-15 bet ween N ipton R oad and Y ates W ell 
Road.  Operational trips associated with the JPOE would include employee trips and occasional 
delivery trips.  The vehicles traveling along I-15 may be required to stop at the JPOE however; 
these would be “pass-by” trips, which do not constitute new vehicle trips.   

The Calnev and Mountain Pass Lateral projects are both linear pipeline projects.  With the 
exception of vehicle trips associated with occasional maintenance of the pipelines, operation of 
these two pipeline projects would not generate traffic or adversely affect public access to public 
lands.   

It i s expected that al l of  t he cumulative projects described above would be operational at the 
same time as the Proposed Action.  Operation of the proposed facility and the other cumulative 
projects would cause a minor increase in traffic along local roadways, including I-15, which 
would hav e t he pot ential t o c ombine w ith t raffic g enerated by other projects in the area.  
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Cumulative operational traffic would exacerbate the existing LOS E condition of the northbound 
I-15 during Friday peak traffic and would cause the LOS E to degrade to LOS F.  

The three intersections analyzed for the Proposed Action are projected to operate at LOS C or 
better under the existing plus project s cenario ( refer t o T able 4. 16-4).  Therefore, g iven t hat 
traffic f rom oper ation of  t he cumulative pr ojects would be s ubstantially less than construction 
traffic, cumulative traffic impacts are not anticipated.  

The r eplacement of  undev eloped B LM l and w ith t he c umulative pr ojects w ould r educe the 
amount of publicly accessible BLM land and m ay result in an i ncremental decrease in existing 
unmaintained public roads used for recreational purposes. 

 

Decommissioning 
The decommissioning of the Proposed Action is expected to result in adverse impacts similar to 
those identified for construction.  D isruptions f rom t he dec ommissioning ac tivities as sociated 
with other renewable energy and other projects would have the potential to combine with those 
of the Proposed Action, which could result in an adverse c umulative i mpact.  However, the 
Proposed A ction’s c ontribution t o c umulative t ransportation and ac cess i mpacts dur ing 
decommissioning would be t emporary.  Fol lowing decommissioning, no further project-related 
activities would occur, and adverse impacts would cease. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
Modification of the Ivanpah D WMA boundar y w ould not  be ex pected t o g enerate addi tional 
vehicle trips.  M odification of  t he D WMA boundary m ay r estrict publ ic ac cess t o s ensitive 
habitat areas and limit OHV use within all or portions of the DWMA.  This action could combine 
with ot her s imilar ac tions i n t he r egion, including renewable ener gy pr ojects and ot her 
management ac tions t aken for resource protection, t o f urther r estrict publ ic ac cess to publ ic 
lands, thus contributing to a cumulative impact to public access. 

 

4.16.10.5 CEQA Significance Determinations 

Trans-1 
Under Trans-1, a s ignificant i mpact w ould oc cur i f t he i ncrease i n pr oject t raffic c auses any  
intersection to operate at LOS D or worse condition during the a.m. or p.m. peak hours. The 
three intersections c hange LO S l evels f rom LO S A  t o LO S B or C  as a r esult of  t emporary 
construction activities caused by the Proposed Action or one the alternatives; therefore, impacts 
from the Proposed Action are considered less than significant.  Traffic from cumulative projects 
would increase traffic at study area intersections.  D uring t he c oncurrent c onstruction and 
decommissioning of projects, the LOS of study area intersections could degrade to LOS D or 
worse, which would constitute and cumulative impact.  These impacts would be temporary, and 
would be reduced and eventually cease as construction on each of the projects was completed.   

Implementation of  mitigation measure MM-Trans-1 would r educe t he c ontribution of  t he 
Proposed Action and ot her ac tion al ternatives t o t his c ondition.  W ith i mplementation of  
mitigation measure MM-Trans-1, the project’s contribution to the cumulative impact would not 
be cumulatively considerable. 

It i s ant icipated t hat traffic f rom oper ation of  c umulative pr ojects i n c ombination w ith t he 
Proposed Action would not cause a significant cumulative impact to the LOS of intersections. 
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Trans-2 
Under Trans-2, a significant impact would occur if the increase in project traffic on I-15 causes 
the LOS of a segment to degrade to below LOS E.  Construction and decommissioning traffic of 
the P roposed A ction al one w ould c ause a s ignificant i mpact t o t he I -15 LO S during Fr iday 
afternoon peak  t raffic i n t he nor thbound di rection.  Construction traffic and dec ommissioning 
traffic from cumulative projects would exacerbate this condition, thereby resulting in a 
significant cumulative impact.  Mitigation measures MM-Trans-1 and MM-Trans-2 would reduce 
the contribution of  t he P roposed A ction; how ever, the Proposed Action’s contribution to the 
cumulative impact would remain cumulatively considerable and unavoidable.  
Impacts t o f reeway s egments dur ing oper ation of t he P roposed A ction would be l ess t han 
significant.  However, cumulative operational traffic could exacerbate t he ex isting LO S E  
condition of the northbound I-5 during Friday peak traffic and could cause the LOS E to 
degrade to LO S F.   H owever, w ith i mplementation of  mitigation measure MM-Trans-1, the 
project’s contribution to the cumulative impact would not be cumulatively considerable. 

 

Trans-4 
Under T rans-4, a s ignificant impact would oc cur i f t he pr oject results in an i ncrease in 
transportation hazards due t o a design feature.  With implementation of a t raffic management 
plan as required by BLM, adequate sight distance would be ensured at these access driveways 
for trucks to exit the project site without obstructing traffic on public streets. Cumulative projects 
would be required to prepare similar t raffic management plans. Therefore, cumulative impacts 
would be less than significant. 

 

Trans-5 
With implementation of Trans-1, adequate emergency access would be maintained during 
project construction and the project would not contribute to cumulative impacts related to 
emergency access. 

 

Trans-6 
Adequate parking would be provided for construction equipment and employees; therefore, the 
project would not contribute to cumulative parking impacts. 

 

Trans-7 
The project would not conflict with any adopted policies, pl ans, or  programs supporting 
alternative transportation. No cumulative impact would occur. 

 

4.16.10.6 Alternatives 

Alternative 2: 2,385 Ac Alternative 
The t ransportation and ac cess i mpacts as sociated w ith A lternative 2 w ould be approximately 
the same as those associated with t he P roposed A ction.  T herefore, t he c umulative i mpacts 
associated with Alternative 2 would be the same as  those described above f or t he Proposed 
Action. 
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Alternative 3: 2,151 Ac Alternative 
The t ransportation and ac cess i mpacts as sociated w ith A lternative 3 w ould be approximately 
the same as those associated with t he P roposed A ction.  T herefore, t he c umulative i mpacts 
associated with Alternative 3 would be the same as  those described above f or t he Proposed 
Action. 

 

Alternative 4: Reduced Acreage Alternative 
The t ransportation and ac cess i mpacts as sociated w ith A lternative 4 w ould be approximately 
the same as those associated with t he P roposed A ction.  T herefore, t he c umulative i mpacts 
associated w ith A lternative 4 w ould be the same as  those described above f or t he Proposed 
Action. 

 

Alternative 5: No Action Alternative 
Alternative 5, the No Action Alternative, w ould not  c ontribute t o t ransportation or  ac cess 
impacts.  Therefore, this alternative would not contribute to cumulative transportation or access 
impacts. 

 

Alternative 6: No Project, Exclude Solar Alternative 
By deny ing t he s olar ener gy appl ication and ex cluding t he s ite f rom f uture solar energy 
development, Alternative 6 would not contribute to cumulative transportation or access impacts. 

 

Alternative 7: No Project, Approve Solar Alternative 
By deny ing t he s olar ener gy appl ication, A lternative 7 would not  c ontribute t o c umulative 
transportation or  ac cess i mpacts.  The s ite c ould pot entially be used for solar or other 
development in t he f uture.  Transportation or access i mpacts associated w ith future ac tions 
would be considered in a later project-specific environmental analysis. 

 

4.16.11 Mitigation Measures 
Transportation impacts w ould be r educed by  i mplementation of  t he f ollowing m itigation 
measures.  Even with mitigation, the freeway segment impact that would occur on the I-15  
from vehicle trips during construction and decommissioning is likely to remain significant under 
CEQA, but for a s hort dur ation. This impact would a lso be c onsidered t o be r esidual ef fects 
under NEPA. 

 

MM-Trans-1: Traffic Control Plan. The Applicant shall implement their Traffic Control Plan 
(First Solar 2012e) for locations along the route where local agencies (e.g., traffic engineering, 
public w orks, et c.) i dentify c onstruction ac tivities t hat w ould adv ersely i mpact t he ex isting 
transportation system. Where requested by public agencies, the use of flaggers, warning signs, 
lights, barricades, cones, etc. will be implemented according to standard guidelines required by 
the affected jurisdiction. The Applicant shall ensure that the following measures are addressed 
in the Traffic Control Plan: 

• The Applicant will ensure that truck traffic is scheduled for off-peak hours to reduce 
impacts to public roads during periods of peak traffic periods;  
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• The Applicant will clearly identify truck routes  to be used for ingress and egress from 
the project site; 

• Where lane closures are required, the Applicant will comply with BMPs established by 
the Work Area Protection and T raffic C ontrol M anual ( California J oint U tility T raffic 
Control Committee 1996); 

• The Traffic Control Plan will identify traffic control measures, such as flag men, that will 
be implemented to ensure the safe operation of construction equipment accessing the 
site;  

• The T raffic Control Plan will include a s ection t hat des cribes m easures t o enc ourage 
employees to carpool in order to reduce the number of trips to and from the work site; 

• The Applicant will ensure that signs and public notices about work are distributed one 
week before disruptions oc cur, i dentifying det ours t o m aintain ac cess, t he us e of  
flagmen or  es cort v ehicles t o c ontrol and di rect traffic flow, and scheduling roadway 
work dur ing per iods of  m inimum t raffic f low.  Notices will be pos ted al ong t he 
construction R OW fronting Yates W ell R oad and S ilverton R oad as r equired by  l ocal 
agencies (e.g., traffic eng ineering, publ ic w orks, et c.) t hat s how t he dur ation of  
construction ac tivities w ithin eac h r oadway ( e.g., w hich lane(s) would be blocked, at 
what times of day, and on what dates) at least one week in advance of construction.  

• The Applicant will coordinate with emergency service when drafting the Traffic Control 
Plan to avoid r estricting m ovements of  em ergency v ehicles. P olice depar tments, f ire 
departments, ambulance services, and paramedic services will be not ified at least three 
days in advance by the Applicant of the proposed locations, nature, timing, and duration 
of any construction activities and adv ised of  any  access r estrictions t hat c ould impact 
their ef fectiveness. At locations where access to nearby property is blocked, provisions 
would be ready at  al l t imes to accommodate emergency vehicles, such as plating over 
excavations, short detours, and alternate routes. 

• The T raffic Control Plan will detail the requirements of local agencies (e.g., traffic 
engineering, public works, etc.) regarding lane closures. The Applicant will restrict lane 
closures or obs tructions on ar terial and c ollector r oadways t o of f-peak per iod i n 
urbanized areas to mitigate traffic congestion and del ays that would be c aused by lane 
closures dur ing c onstruction.  Such closures will be di rected by  t he affected publ ic 
jurisdiction depending on specific site conditions. 

• When working in or near existing roads and open r outes, the Applicant will ensure that 
the construction contractor maintains all equipment within work areas designated by the 
traffic c ontrol dev ices.  The Applicant will al so ensure t hat t he construction contractor 
properly loads equipment onto appropriate trucks and trailers for transport to other work 
sites; t he c ontractor(s) w ill not  be al lowed t o us e ac tive r oadways t o r elocate 
construction equipment that are not licensed for use on public roads.  

• The Applicant will coordinate in advance with public transit agencies to avoid disruption 
to transit operations. Public t ransit ag encies t hat oper ate bus  r outes on t he r oadways 
potentially affected by the proposed construction activities will be informed in advance of 
construction and the pot ential i mpacts at  bus s top l ocations. A lternate pi ckup/drop-off 
locations will be determined and signed appropriately.  

• The A pplicant w ill not ify Feder al I nteragency C ommunications C ommission for San 
Bernardino County to c oordinate ac cess t o r emote ar eas, and ens ure t hat pr oper 
emergency response personnel are aware of the project. 
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• The Applicant will coordinate with emergency service providers in advance of 
construction to avoid restricting movements of emergency vehicles. Police departments, 
fire departments, ambulance services, and paramedic services would be notified at least 
three days i n advance by  t he Applicant of  t he pr oposed locations, nature, timing, and 
duration of any construction activities and adv ised of any access restrictions that could 
impact t heir ef fectiveness. I n ur ban ar eas, t he A pplicant w ill c onsult w ith local 
emergency responders to establish a mutually ag reeable amount of open t rench. 
Limiting the amount of  open t rench will reduce detours, and ens ure emergency access 
routes are maintained. At locations where access to nearby property is blocked, 
provisions would be ready at all times t o ac commodate em ergency vehicles, s uch as  
plating over excavations, short detours, and alternate routes. 

• Prior t o f inalizing c onstruction pl ans, t he A pplicant w ill work with eac h j urisdiction t o 
identify land uses along the R OW w ith ac cess c oncerns. T he A pplicant w ill dev elop 
construction schedule that to provide r easonable ac cess t o bus inesses (i.e., Primm 
Valley Golf Club), institutions, or residential ar eas. T his m ay i nclude s cheduling 
construction to avoid certain holidays, hours, or days of the week and/or avoiding peak 
traffic t imes adjacent t o residential areas. I f construction ac tivities result in c losing the 
primary access to these areas, the Applicant will make alternative access provisions 
(signed/marked appropriately). In addition, the Applicant will ensure that at least one 
access dr iveway i s l eft unbl ocked dur ing bus iness hour s or  hour s of  us e. Where 
construction activities interfere with access to local businesses and/ or r esidents, 
property owners would be notified of the potential obstructions. 

 

Mitigation measure MM-Trans-1 w ould l essen pot ential i mpacts t o em ergency r esponse or  
public vehicles. With the implementation of these measures, access for emergency responders 
would be maintained during the construction period, and detours and alternate routes would be 
coordinated in advance of construction activity. Emergency response providers near the project 
area would be not ified, at least three days in advance, about the exact location of construction, 
road or  r oute c losure s chedules, and l ocation of  pot ential al ternate r outes. Work would be 
coordinated w ith l ocal pol ice and t raffic eng ineers t o pl an appr opriate ac cess al ternatives for 
temporary s treet c losures and  traffic di sruption. Directly af fected bus inesses and residents 
would be g iven am ple not ice and i nformation t o pl an al ternatives, and s ignage w ould be 
provided to direct motorists to alternate routes. Traffic control requirements from municipalities 
would also be followed.  T hese m easures w ould r educe t he i mpacts t o l ess t han s ignificant 
under CEQA. 

 

MM-Trans-2: Northbound T ruck T rips on Fr iday A fternoon.  T he c onstruction and 
decommissioning contractor s hall not  s chedule any  t ruck t rips t o or  f rom t he Stateline S olar 
Farm Project site after 3:00 p.m. on Fridays to avoid impacts to I-15 mainline traffic LOS. 

This mitigation measure (MM-Trans-2) is recommended by the Applicant.  Mitigation measure 
MM-Trans-2 w ould r educe i mpacts as sociated w ith t he deg radation of  t he LO S on t he I-15 
during construction and dec ommissioning ac tivities.  W hile implementation of  t his measure i s 
expected to reduce impacts, impacts to I-15 LOS on Friday during peak traffic volumes would 
remain significant. 
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MM-Trans-3: Restoration of Roads. Public Roads damaged by construction activities shall be 
restored t o t heir pr e-construction c ondition as  r equired by  appl icable local agency or federal 
requirement. 

If damage that occurred were not corrected, this would be a di rect, adverse impact that would 
be permanent.  To reduce the impact, implementation of mitigation measure MM-Trans-3 would 
ensure that any adverse impacts are temporary.  

 

4.16.12 Residual Impacts After Mitigation 
The t emporary impact t o t he I -15 Fr iday peak  t raffic LO S during c onstruction and 
decommissioning w ould be r educed w ith i mplementation of  mitigation measures MM-Trans-1 
and MM-Trans-2.  However, even with implementation of  the mitigation measures, traffic from 
construction and dec ommissioning could cause the LOS to deg rade f rom E to F .  Therefore, 
traffic from construction and dec ommissioning activities on the I -15 dur ing Friday peak t raffic 
volumes would constitute a t emporary unavoidable adverse impact.  No mitigation is available 
to eliminate this i mpact w ithout severely l imiting v ehicle t rips t o and f rom t he pr oject s ite on 
Fridays during construction and decommissioning.  By setting limits on t he number of vehicles 
trips on Fr idays, t he overall duration of  construction and dec ommissioning activities would be 
prolonged.  Prolonging construction and dec ommissioning ac tivities c ould be c onsidered a 
secondary adverse impact. 
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4.17 Vegetation Resources 
4.17.1 Methodology for Analysis 
Impacts to vegetation resources are classified as direct or indirect. Direct effects are those that 
occur on t he project s ite ( i.e., within the project footprint; see Figure 1-1); indirect effects are 
those t hat oc cur of f t he pr oject s ite.  Direct impacts are t hose caused by  an ac tion and that 
occurs at t he s ame t ime and pl ace ( for ex ample, r emoval of  v egetation t hrough g rubbing or 
grading; [40 CFR 1508.8(a)]). Indirect impacts are caused by the action and are later in time or 
farther removed in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable (e.g., fugitive dust from grading 
can settle on remaining vegetation and degrade the health of the vegetation over time; [40 CFR 
1508.8(b)).  

Impact analyses also characterize effects to vegetation resources as temporary or permanent, 
with a per manent i mpact r eferring t o ar eas t hat ar e pav ed or  otherwise precluded from 
restoration, and a temporary impact referring to areas that can be restored to a pre-project 
state.  It s hould be not ed t hat s ome t emporary i mpact ar eas m ay be c onsidered per manent 
impacts if the revegetation criteria described below are not met.   

 

4.17.2 CEQA Significance Criteria 
The indicators listed below were used to determine if the proposed Stateline Solar Farm facility 
would result in significant impacts under CEQA to vegetation resources.  T hese indicators are 
the same as the significance criteria for vegetation listed in the CEQA Environmental Checklist, 
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines.  The Proposed Action or its alternatives would result in an 
adverse impact on vegetation if they would:  

• Veg-1:  H ave a s ubstantial adv erse ef fect, ei ther directly or through habitat 
modifications, on any species i dentified as  a c andidate, s ensitive, or  s pecial s tatus i n 
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations or by the California Department of Fish 
and Game CDFG or the USFWS;  

• Veg-2:  H ave a s ubstantial adv erse ef fect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive 
natural community identified in either local or regional plans, policies or regulations, or 
by the CDFG or USFWS; 

• Veg-3:  Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by 
Section 404 of  t he C lean W ater A ct ( including, but  not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, 
coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means;  

• Veg-4:  Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, 
such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance; and 

• Veg-5:  Conflict with t he pr ovisions of  an ad opted H abitat C onservation P lan, N atural 
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan. 

Of these criteria, the following were determined to be inapplicable or to result in no impact 
under all alternatives and, therefore, these criteria are not discussed further in this section: 

Veg-3: The proposed facility w ould not  hav e a s ubstantial adv erse ef fect on any  f ederally 
protected wetlands; no wetland or riparian areas exist within the project footprint.   

Veg-4:  T he proposed facility would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting 
biological resources; therefore, there would be no impact under the Veg-4 criterion. 
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Veg-5:  The proposed facility would not be l ocated within the boundaries of an existing habitat 
conservation plan, natural community conservation plan, or any other approved local, regional, 
or state habitat conservation plan.  Therefore, t here w ould be no i mpact under  t he V eg-5 
criterion.  

 

4.17.3 Alternative 1: Proposed Action 
Based on the scope of the Proposed Action, and the affected environment in which the project 
would be i mplemented, t he f ollowing pot ential i mpacts t o v egetation hav e been i dentified for 
evaluation: 

• Permanent di sturbance of  appr oximately 2, 023 ac res of c reosote bus h and m ixed 
saltbush scrub vegetation. 

• Temporary disturbance of approximately 4 acres of creosote bush and mixed saltbush 
scrub vegetation. 

• Potential propagation of invasive and noxious weed species. 

• Disturbance of wetlands and/or jurisdictional drainages. 

Clearing, t illing, and ot her ground-disturbing ac tivities as sociated w ith c onstruction of  t he 
Stateline Solar Farm’s infrastructure would cause the direct loss of vegetation resources within 
the project footprint.  All vegetation located within the project’s perimeter fence would be 
permanently i mpacted as  a r esult of  s ite pr eparation ac tivities ( clearing, t illing, and drum 
rolling).  V egetation l ocated w ithin t he pr oject f ootprint, i ncluding eq uipment and material 
staging areas, parking areas, as  well as the free space within the solar arrays would also be 
permanently impacted by the project.  T he only temporary impacts expected to result from the 
Proposed A ction would be i mpacts t o 4 ac res of v egetated ar ea dur ing c onstruction of  t he 
transmission ROW.    

The A pplicant has prepared and would implement the f ollowing pl ans f or c onstruction, 
operations, and decommissioning activities: 

Vegetation M anagement P lan (First S olar 2012f ) s pecifies m easures t o m inimize adv erse 
impacts to native vegetation and s pecial status plant species.  T he Plan includes measures to 
minimize t he ar ea t o be g raded, and pl ace f acility infrastructure in a manner which avoids 
resources.  For  resources which cannot be av oided, t he P lan def ines measures to transplant 
and/or restore disturbed ar eas.  T he P lan i ncludes m easures t o s alvage and t ransplant 
succulents s uch as  y ucca and c actus s pecies, us e s alvaged t opsoil and nat ive s eed to 
immediately restore temporarily disturbed areas, and identify timing and methods for 
revegetation efforts. 

Noxious W eed M anagement P lan (First S olar 2012a)  def ines pr ocedures t o minimize the 
potential for propagation of noxious and i nvasive weeds due t o project construction, operation, 
and decommissioning. This Plan includes the measures to be taken by the Applicant: 

- The Applicant would follow BLM’s Herbicide Use Standard Operating Procedures 
provided in Appendix B of the Record of Decision for the Final Vegetation 
Treatments Using Herbicides Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (BLM 
2007). 

- Mowing w ould only be used as necessary t o m aintain t he hei ght of  vegetation s o 
that solar modules are not shaded. 
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- Preconstruction surveys would be conducted to i dentify t he pr esence of  nox ious 
weeds. 

- A her bicide us e pr oposal, as  dev eloped i n c oordination w ith t he BLM Weed 
Coordinator, would be implemented.  Herbicides would be l imited to those approved 
by BLM. 

- Ground disturbance would be limited by restricting travel outside of the construction 
zone, l imiting the area occupied by  s torage and s taging areas, and al lowing travel 
only on designated routes. 

- Equipment cleaning sites would be es tablished and us ed to wash heavy equipment 
and all vehicles used for ground-disturbing activities. Contractors would be r equired 
to wash construction equipment of fsite pr ior t o entering the construction site.  The 
Plan specifies washing methods to be us ed, and r equires t hat a l og be k ept t o 
document washing activities. 

- The Applicant w ould pr ovide t raining t o w orkers t o i dentify w eeds and m inimize 
activities that could propagate weeds. 

- Straw bales and wattles used for erosion control would be certified weed-free. 

This plan also includes a risk assessment of the invasive weed species currently known within 
the proposed project site, methods to control their spread on site and to adjacent off-site areas, 
and specific procedures t o hel p m inimize t he i ntroduction of  new  weed species (First Solar 
2012a). Appendix A of the plan contains Risk Assessment Factors and R ating f rom B LM 
Manual 9015. 

Closure, Decommissioning, and R eclamation Plan (First S olar 2012d)  w hich s ummarizes 
the ac tivities t hat w ould t ake pl ace dur ing t he dec ommissioning pr ocess.  T he 
Decommissioning Plan addresses removal of project-related infrastructure; reuse, recycling, or 
disposal of  c omponents and w astes; s ite r estoration and r evegetation ef forts; and c ost 
estimates and funding mechanisms for these activities.  The Decommissioning Plan would be 
revised and r e-submitted shortly before project decommissioning to incorporate any up-to-date 
modifications. 
The Decommissioning Plan addresses immediate efforts to restore habitat and revegetate 
temporarily disturbed areas, as well as preparations to address potential future revegetation of 
permanently impacted areas (First Solar 2012d).  The Decommissioning Plan shall also include 
methods to salvage soil and seed in areas containing special status plant species for use in the 
revegetation of  t emporary i mpact ar eas, and s hall i nclude container stock and seed of the 
affected special status plant species for use in restoration/revegetation areas. 

Streambed A lteration A greement.  Given the ant icipated i mpacts t o C DFG j urisdictional 
areas, the Applicant would be  required to obtain a S treambed A lteration Agreement f rom the 
CDFG in accordance with Section 1602 of t he C alifornia Fi sh and G ame c ode.  This per mit 
would include mitigation measures that would be implemented by the Applicant. 

 

4.17.3.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
The anal ysis i n t his s ection des cribes t he i mpacts under the Proposed A ction us ing t he 
methodology prescribed under N EPA.  Implementation of  t he pr oposed S tateline S olar Far m 
would result in both long- and short-term adverse impacts to vegetation resources, depending 
on whether the impacts were permanent or temporary.  In general, all vegetation located within 
the project’s perimeter fence (approximately 1,989 acres) would be permanently impacted as a 
result of  s ite pr eparation ac tivities ( clearing, t illing, and drum r olling).  An addi tional 34 acres 
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would be per manently impacted by re-routed roads, access roads, and transmission ROW, for 
a t otal of  2, 023 ac res of per manent di sturbance as sociated w ith t his alternative.  T emporary 
impacts to approximately 4 acres of vegetation would result from the need for laydown areas 
during construction of the transmission ROW; these are the only anticipated short-term impacts 
to vegetation resources.   

For the purposes of this analysis, impacts associated with construction trailers, equipment and 
material s taging ar eas, and parking ar eas, as  well as  t he f ree s pace w ithin t he solar arrays, 
would be considered permanent. 

A c omparison of  t he ac reage of  v egetation c ommunities, s pecial s tatus plant species, and 
wetlands impacted by the Proposed Action and ot her ac tion al ternatives i s pr ovided i n T able 
4.17-1. 

 
Table 4.17-1. Alternatives Comparison for Vegetation Resources 

Resource Total in Study 
Area Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 

Vegetative Communities (acres) 
Mojave creosote bush 
scrub 5,900 2,023 2,327 2,114 1,690 

Mixed saltbush scrub 160 0 35 28 35 
Dry Lake Bed/Playa 60 0 0 0 0 

Special-Status Species Plants (number of occurrences/individuals) 
Desert pincushion 17 8 0 8 0 
Mojave milkweed 15 10 1 10 1 
Parish club cholla 27 9 0 9 0 
Small-flowered 
androstephium 91 48 52 56 52 

Rusby’s desert mallow 5 3 0 3 0 
Utah vine milkweed 12 4 6 4 0 
Foxtail cactus 0 0 0 0 0 
Nine-awned pappus 
grass 0 0 0 0 0 

Wetlands (acres) 
CDFG Jurisdictional 
Wetlands (Ephemeral 
Drainages 

434 146 178 142 130 

Waters of the U.S. 
(WUS) 60 ac 0 ac 0 ac 0 ac 0 ac 

 

Construction 
Vegetation Communities 
During t he f irst phas e of  c onstruction (construction m obilization), s taking and f lagging of  
sensitive plant species would occur, as required by MM-Veg-1.  Impacts to sensitive vegetation 
communities f rom s ite preparation ac tivities including c learing, grading, and excavating would 
be minimized prior to the start of construction through the use of construction fencing or 
staking/flagging to clearly identify t he l imits of  w ork.  When f easible, c onstruction ac tivities 
would avoid special s tatus plant species.  Vegetation would not  be r emoved f rom the project 
site until the onset of a given construction phase.  Topsoil would be removed and stored (where 



DESERT STATELINE SOLAR FARM PROJECT 
4.17 VEGETATION RESOURCES 

 

 
NOVEMBER 2012 4.17-5 DRAFT EIS/EIR 
 

applicable), in accordance with the Closure, Decommissioning, and Reclamation Plan 
(Decommissioning Plan (First Solar 2012d).  A t other locations, such as within the solar array 
field, facility roadways, and ar ound t he O&M facility, vegetation would be disked under, 
mulched, or composted, and retained onsite to assist in erosion control and limit waste disposal 
(First Solar 2012a).   

All natural vegetation would be completely removed f rom permanent facility sites, such as the 
solar arrays, the O&M facility, and the Project Substation.  The Applicant estimates that 61 
percent of the site would be cleared by the disc, contour grade, and roll method, using tractors 
pulling disking equipment.  The other 39 percent of the site will require grading using the cut 
and fill method, completed by bulldozers, backhoes, and other heavy equipment.  Clearing and 
grading for roads and smaller construction areas would be accomplished using bulldozers, road 
graders, or other standard earth-moving equipment. Plant root systems would be left in place to 
provide s oil s tability ex cept w here grading and t renching ar e r equired f or pl acement of solar 
module f oundations, under ground el ectrical l ines, r oads/access w ays, and i nverter and 
transformer pads .  As required in mitigation measures MM-Veg-3, special-status plants and 
succulents that require salvaging would be identified and avoided where feasible. 

Under the P roposed A ction, a pproximately 2,023 acres of c reosote bus h-white bur sage 
vegetation (Figure 3.17-1) would be permanently disturbed by project facilities, roads, and t he 
transmission ROW and therefore, would not be allowed to revegetate during operations of the 
Stateline Solar Farm.  Approximately 4 acres of temporarily impacted v egetation associated 
with construction of the transmission ROW, as well as some of the free space around the solar 
arrays, would be al lowed t o nat urally r ecolonize; how ever, v egetation would be m anaged 
through mowing using brush-hog type equipment to a height less than 12 inches.  The Noxious 
Weed Management Plan would be implemented to control the spread of invasive weeds on site 
and t o adj acent of f-site ar eas.  Other project f eatures, such as  r oadways, access ways, and 
where concrete foundations are used, would be permanently cleared and left unvegetated for 
the l ife of the project.  Vegetation would also be cleared for construction of drainage controls, 
including berms and basins.   

Some ar eas, specifically 4 acres associated with laydown areas for construction of the 
transmission ROW, would experience temporary impacts to vegetation.  Construction facilities, 
staging ar eas, and parking ar eas are assumed to result in  permanent vegetative disturbance 
because they would be c overed with solar arrays or other facilities once their temporary use is 
complete.  Temporary disturbance s ites would be restored to BLM specifications and native 
vegetation would be harvested for replanting to augment soil stabilization and s ite restoration.  
Approximately 4 acres of undeveloped, creosote bush-white bursage-type vegetated ar eas 
would be t emporarily impacted during the construction period.  The Applicant would commit to 
the restoration of vegetation within these temporarily-impacted areas (MM-Veg-5).   

Construction activities such as grading and driving of heavy equipment on unpaved roadways 
would r esult i n i ndirect i mpacts t o vegetation f rom i ncreased l evels of  bl owing dus t t hat m ay 
settle on surrounding vegetation.  Increased levels of dust on plants can affect plants’ 
photosynthetic capabilities, affect their productivity and nutritional qualities, and degrade the 
overall vegetation community.  For  example, the maximum rate of net photosynthesis of plants 
that r eceived f ine dus t par ticulates w as r educed t o 21 per cent of those of control plants in 
resinous leaflets of creosote bush, to 44 percent in resinous leaves and photosynthetic stems of 
cheesebush, and t o 58 per cent i n non -resinous l eaves of  f ourwing s altbush, w hich hav e 
vesiculated trichomes (small sac like hairs; Sharifi and others 1997).  Plants of all three species 
that received fine dust particulates showed reduced maximum leaf conductance, transpiration, 
and instantaneous water-use efficiency (Sharifi and others 1997). Construction activities would 
also result in direct and i ndirect impacts to vegetation communities through soil erosion, which 
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can accelerate the loss of nutrients in the soil and r educe the amount of  nutrients available to 
plants in those vegetation communities (Okin and others 2001).  Impacts f rom fugitive dus t 
would be mitigated by implementation of mitigation measures MM-Veg-1 (Minimize construction 
related impacts to the maximum extent practicable), MM-Veg-2 (Conduct biological monitoring 
during project construction), and MM-Air-1 (Develop and implement a fugitive dust control plan). 

 

Invasive and Noxious Weeds 
Invasive weeds are threats to native vegetation r esources. T hey c an di splace nat ive pl ants 
(including special status plant species that are present at the project site), increase the threat of 
wildfire by increasing fuel load, and supplant plants used as forage that are important to 
herbivorous species (including special status plant species that are present at the site). Invasive 
weeds threaten vegetation resources in t hat t hey can exclude nat ive plants (including special 
status species occurring in the project area), alter habitat structure, increase fire frequency and 
intensity, decrease forage for herbivorous wildlife (including special status species), and 
decrease water availability f or both plants and w ildlife. The Noxious Weed Management Plan 
(mitigation measure MM-Veg-4 and First S olar 2012a) f or t he pr oject includes a r isk 
assessment of the invasive weed species currently known within the proposed Stateline site.  

Grading and surface disturbance activities during the construction period and vehicle and 
equipment traffic are primary conduits for the spread of many invasive weeds. Construction 
activities and s oil di sturbance as sociated w ith t he P roposed A ction c ould indirectly introduce 
new i nvasive w eeds t o t he project site and c ould f urther s pread i nvasive w eeds ( such as  
Saharan mustard) that are already pr esent i n t he ar ea. Potential impacts f rom invasive plant 
species w ould be m itigated by  i mplementation of MM-Veg-1 ( Minimize construction related 
impacts to the maximum extent practicable), MM-Veg-2 (Conduct biological monitoring during 
project construction), MM-Veg-4 (Prepare and implement a Noxious Weed Management Plan), 
and MM-Veg-6 (Streambed Alteration Agreement).  The W eed Management P lan required in 
MM-Veg-4 s pecifies r equirements f or w ashing of  v ehicles ent ering t he s ite t o reduce the 
potential for invasive weeds to be transported from other locations. 

Approximately 1,900 acre feet (ac-ft) of water would be needed dur ing the approximately 2 to 4 
year construction period, w ith t he m ajority of  t he construction water use occurring dur ing t he 
site preparation period of the f irst year.  W ater uses include soil compaction, dust control, and 
sanitary needs. This introduction of  a w ater input to the vegetation communities that comprise 
the project area would be advantageous to plant species that thrive in wet conditions, as well as 
invasive and noxious weeds that benefit from additional moisture. 

 

Special Status Plant Species 
The following analysis considers impacts to special status plant species.  Special status plant 
species ar e t hose g iven s pecial r ecognition by  f ederal, state, or local resource 
agencies/organizations, s uch as  s pecies l isted by  t he U SFWS, B LM, and C DFG as  bei ng of  
elevated conservation concern.  All special status pl ant s pecies hav e been i dentified due t o 
dwindling populations, restricted range, or merely unknown population status and t he need f or 
additional study.  Table 3.17-1 lists the special status plant species that were identified during 
surveys within the project area, or are likely to be present within or near to the project area.   
As di scussed i n S ection 3.17, the project ar ea i s c omprised of  t wo di stinct vegetation t ypes: 
Mojave c reosote bus h-white bursage and mixed s altbush ( Sawyer and K eeler-Wolf 1995;  
Figure 3.17-1).  P re-project f loristic surveys conducted in 2008/2010/2011 revealed 194 plant 
species pr esent w ithin t he s tudy ar ea i ncluding: eight California Native P lant Society ( CNPS) 
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plant species, one BLM sensitive plant species (Rusby’s desert mallow, which is also one of the 
eight C NPS s pecies), seven species l isted on t he California I nvasive P lant Council (Cal-IPC) 
Invasive Plant Inventory, and two State-listed noxious weeds (First Solar 2012n).   

The Proposed Action would result in permanent impacts to individuals or populations of  six of  
the eight special status plant species document within the Project Study Area.  The 2,143 acre 
footprint includes 82 occurrences of six different special status plant species including, desert 
pincushion (eight occurrences), Mojave milkweed (ten occurrences), Parish c lub-cholla (nine 
occurrences), small-flowered androstephium (pink funnel lily; 48 occurrences), Rusby’s desert 
mallow ( three occurrences), and Utah vine milkweed (four occurrences).  The occurrences of 
these six special status plant species recorded during the 2010 full coverage botanical surveys 
are pr esented in Figure 3. 17-2.  T hese species would be s usceptible to the same direct and 
indirect impacts as for the natural vegetation community, but these impacts would be mitigated 
by implementation of m itigation m easures M M-Veg-1 and M M-Veg-3.  I n g eneral, 
implementation of the Stateline project would affect all forms of vegetation within the proposed 
site.   

 

Wetlands 
As di scussed i n Section 3.17.1.4, the project site does not  c ontain any  w etlands or  r iparian 
areas; however, it does contain numerous drainage channels or washes that feed into Ivanpah 
Lake or drain toward the lake but fail to extend all the way.  The proposed project would result 
in direct and indirect impacts to resources under the jurisdiction of both the CDFG and the U.S. 
Army C orps of  E ngineers ( USACE).  The P roject S tudy A rea includes a 60 -acre portion of 
Ivanpah Lake that is subject to both CDFG jurisdiction pursuant to Section 1602 of the Fish and 
Game Code and USACE jurisdiction under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA).  This 
60-acre portion of Ivanpah Lake which is subject to both USACE and CDFG jurisdiction does 
not lie within the Proposed Action footprint, and would not be di rectly impacted by construction 
of the P roposed Action.  However, the drainage channels t hat traverse the study area, and 
which are under CDFG jurisdiction, would be directly impacted by vegetation removal and s ite 
grading associated with the Stateline project.  The area of ephemeral drainages under CDFG 
jurisdiction that would be impacted would be 146 acres.  Because drainages subject to CDFG 
jurisdiction would be di rectly impacted, the Applicant would be r equired to obtain a S treambed 
Alteration Agreement that describes the mitigation for impacts to jurisdictional areas within the 
proposed Stateline site (see mitigation measure MM-Veg-6).  

Implementation of the Proposed Action would result in permanent direct and indirect impacts to 
approximately 146 acres of CDFG jurisdictional resources (LSA 2011).   Direct impacts include 
removal or filling in of jurisdictional areas dur ing s ite pr eparation ac tivities.  I ndirect i mpacts 
include ephemeral wash er osion and s edimentation t hat w ould pot entially r esult f rom 
construction activities or increased construction traffic.  Given the anticipated impacts to CDFG 
jurisdictional areas, the A pplicant would be  required t o obt ain a S treambed A lteration 
Agreement from the CDFG in accordance with Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game 
code. 

The P roposed A ction c ould pot entially c ause i ndirect i mpacts t o federal waters of  t he United 
States ( WUS).  T hese i mpacts c ould oc cur i f ac tivities on t he s ite, including removal of 
stabilizing v egetation and modification of hydrology, caused an increase i n s edimentation o r 
erosion rates on the Ivanpah Dry Lake.  The potential for soil erosion and sedimentation caused 
by the Proposed Action was evaluated in Section 4.14 (Soil Resources).  As discussed in that 
section, the Applicant has proposed a variety of  c onstruction m ethods and ot her f eatures t o 
protect site soils from erosion and downstream deposition.  Section 2.1.3.1 out lines several 
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proposed construction activities specifically designed to manage stormwater and reduce the 
potential for erosion and sedimentation impacts.  T hese i nclude av oidance of  dr ainage 
channels, i mplementation of  ups tream debris basins t o r educe s tormwater f low v elocities 
across the s ite, s ite g rading t o pr omote s heet f low, i mplementation of  dow nstream r etention 
basins to capture increased sediment loads, and use of  s ilt f ence and f iber r olls f or er osion 
protection.  T he Applicant w ould c onstruct and m anage t he bas ins i n ac cordance w ith 
specifications i n t heir S torm Water Management Plan (First Solar 2012k ).  T he us e of  t he 
basins, as well as the silt fence and fiber rolls, would be governed by the Applicant’s 
Construction Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), which they would be r equired to 
obtain under the Clean Water Act.  I n addition, a variety of mitigation measures (MM-Water-7, 
MM-Water-8, MM-Veg-6, and MM-Air-1), would require the implementation of  f lood protection, 
soil stabilization, and revegetation efforts, each of which would further protect site soils during 
construction.  Therefore, impacts due to soil erosion would be avoided or substantially reduced 
and the Proposed Action would not result in significant adverse impacts to Ivanpah Dry Lake. 

 

Operation and Maintenance  
The Stateline Solar Farm, which would g enerate el ectricity w ith no m oving par ts, no t hermal 
cycle, and no w ater use f or electricity generation, would require l imited routine operation and 
maintenance activities onsite.  Road and access ways would require regular maintenance, and 
the Applicant would m anage vegetation w ithin the pr oject ar eas covered by  solar modules in 
accordance with their Vegetation Management Plan. 

Operation and maintenance activities associated with the Proposed Action could indirectly 
introduce new invasive weeds to the proposed project area and could further spread invasive 
weeds (such as Saharan mustard) that are already present in the area.  Any vegetation that re-
colonizes within the project footprint (area within the perimeter fence) during operations of the 
project would be maintained by the Applicant with routine mowing or trimming to prevent 
contact w ith and/ or s hading of  t he s olar m odules.  D uring t he l ifetime of t he S tateline S olar 
Farm, mowing could result in the direct mortality or injury of some plant species, and could shift 
the c omposition of  t he pl ant c ommunity t o f avor t hose s pecies t hat ar e m ore-tolerant of  
continual di sturbance f rom m owing/trimming.  This shift would likely f avor i nvasive w eed 
species, while existing native plants would less tolerant of frequent disturbance; however, the 
Applicant’s proposed Vegetation Management Plan (First Solar 2012f) and Noxious Weed 
Management Plan (First Solar 2012a), in combination with mitigation measure MM-Veg-4 (see 
section 4.17.11), would minimize the potential for weed colonization and dom inance on s ite by 
requiring implementation of a risk assessment of the invasive weed species currently known to 
exist w ithin t he s tudy ar ea ( see di scussion i n S ection 3. 17.1.2), procedures t o c ontrol t heir 
spread on site, and procedures to help minimize the introduction of new weed species.   

The ar tificial s hading pr ovided by  t he P V panel s could potentially alter the natural pl ant 
community of the project area.  The construction and operation of the solar arrays could change 
the amount and t he location of  sunlight reaching the g round underneath the panels.  I n turn, 
this could af fect the composition of  natural plant communities by either favoring those species 
that are better adapted to the new conditions, or detrimentally affecting species that are not as 
well-adapted.  Again, the impacts as sociated w ith t his ef fect w ould be m anaged t hrough 
implementation of  t he A pplicant’s Vegetation Management Plan and Noxious Weed 
Management Plan. 
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Decommissioning 
Decommissioning of the Stateline Solar Farm site would be done in accordance with the 
Applicant’s preliminary C losure, Decommissioning, and R eclamation P lan (First Solar 2012d) , 
required as part of mitigation measure MM-Lands-2.  This Plan summarizes the activities that 
would take place during the decommissioning process. The decommissioning of the project 
would be s imilar t o t he c onstruction ac tivities des cribed ear lier, and would i nclude dem olition 
and r emoval of  abov e-ground and s ubsurface f acilities and s ite c ontouring and restoration.  
However, the duration of decommissioning would be shorter than the duration of construction. 

Decommissioning is not expected to directly impact any vegetation communities, special status 
plant s pecies, or  j urisdictional dr ainages.  T his i s because all decommissioning activities are 
expected t o t ake pl ace i nside t he f ootprint of  t he f acility, and al l v egetation and dr ainages 
present in that area would already have been removed during project construction.  Similar to 
construction, indirect impacts to vegetation and drainages outside of the project footprint could 
occur due to release of fugitive dust, and/ or f rom i ncreased er osion or  s edimentation 
downstream of  t he f acility.  A s w ith c onstruction, t hese pot ential i ndirect i mpacts w ould be 
mitigated through implementation of  mitigation measures MM-Water-7, MM-Water-8, MM-Veg-
6, and MM-Air-1. 

As discussed in Section 2.1.3.4, site restoration activities to occur at the close of the project life 
would include: 

• Decompaction and replacement of topsoils; 

• Supplemental seeding; 

• Planting of a combination of annual and perennial woody species, shrubs, and cacti; 

• Weed control; and 

• Performance m onitoring and r eporting for a minimum of 5 years, with re-seeding as 
necessary. 

The proposed seed mix to be us ed for supplemental re-seeding is summarized in Table 2-2 of 
Chapter 2.  The proposed container plants to be t ransplanted are summarized in Table 2-3 of 
Chapter 2 .  In des ert env ironments, r evegetation pr ocesses c an take substantial lengths of 
time, so impacts are expected to occur for the long-term following decommissioning. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
Under the Proposed Action, the land area that would be added to the Ivanpah DWMA is shown 
in Table 4.17-2. 

 
Table 4.17-2. Acreage to be Modified in Ivanpah DWMA, Alternative 1 

Land Area Acreage in Land Area 
Current Ivanpah DWMA 37,280 ac 
Total in Northern Ivanpah Unit + 29,110 ac 
Ivanpah SEGS -3,471 ac 
Caltrans JPOE -133 ac 
Desert Express -109 ac 
Stateline Alternative 1 -2,143 ac 
Subtotal New Acreage Added to DWMA 23,254 ac 
Removal of Ivanpah Playa -2,997 ac 
Final Total in Modified DWMA 57,537 ac 
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Modification of the boundary of the existing Ivanpah DWMA would result in an increased 
potential for the spread of nox ious and i nvasive weeds f rom the S tateline project area to the 
proposed I vanpah DWMA.  T he l ocation of the existing Ivanpah DWMA (Figure 2 -1) is 
separated from the Stateline Solar Farm project site by approximately 2 miles and the I-15 
corridor, a far enough distance to prevent the t ransfer of  nox ious weeds.  Modification of the 
Ivanpah DWMA boundary would surround the project site on all sides by a DWMA, as opposed 
to current c onditions under w hich the project s ite i s s urrounded ent irely by  l ands not  
categorized as  B LM s pecial m anagement ar eas ( SMAs), increasing t he pot ential f or i nvasive 
and noxious weeds to be transferred from the site to the DWMA.    

Expansion of the DWMA would also have the beneficial effect of protecting special status plants 
located in the 23,254 acre area added to the DWMA.  

 

4.17.3.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Significance conclusions for the impacts identified for each phase of the project (Construction, 
Operation and Maintenance, and Decommissioning) are presented below based on t he CEQA 
Significance Cr iteria presented in Section 4.17.2.  Only those significance criteria which were 
determined to be relevant to the project are addressed below: 

 

Veg-1 

Construction 
The P roposed Action is ant icipated t o r esult i n i mpacts t o i ndividuals or  popul ations of  t he 
following six special s tatus pl ant s pecies obs erved w ithin t he s urvey ar ea ( Figure 3. 17-2): 
desert pi ncushion, M ojave milkweed, Parish c lub-cholla, small-flowered andr ostephium (pink 
funnel lily ), R usby’s des ert m allow, and U tah v ine m ilkweed.  The num ber of  
individuals/occurrences of each that would be impacted is small, and would not affect the larger 
populations of each species.  In addition, other special-status s pecies pl ants w ere i dentified 
proximate to the project area, and could occur within the project area. Implementation of 
mitigation measures, specifically MM-Veg-3 (Special Status Plant Avoidance and R estoration), 
would reduce the potential impact of  the Proposed Action on s pecial-status plants to less than 
significant. 

Construction activities such as br inging eq uipment f rom ot her pr oject s ites or  m odification of  
site hydrology can i ntroduce i nvasive s pecies, or  m ake s ite c onditions f avorable f or t heir 
spread. Implementation of  m itigation m easure MM-Veg-4 ( Noxious W eed Management P lan) 
would reduce the potential impact associated with introduction or spread of invasive species to 
less than significant. 

Release of f ugitive dus t as  a r esult of  g rading and us e of  heav y eq uipment dur ing pr oject 
construction could result in deposition of dust onto plants, affecting these plants’ photosynthetic 
capabilities.  Implementation of  m itigation m easure M M-Air-1 would minimize the release of 
fugitive dust, and would reduce the potential impact to less than significant. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
The Proposed Action would not result in additional impact to any special status plant species 
during operations and maintenance. 

Operations activities such as bringing equipment from other project sites or modification of site 
hydrology can introduce invasive species, or make s ite c onditions f avorable f or t heir s pread. 
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Implementation of  m itigation m easure M M-Veg-4 ( Noxious W eed M anagement Plan) would 
reduce the potential impact associated with i ntroduction or spread of invasive species to less 
than significant. 

Release of f ugitive dus t as  a r esult of  g rading and us e of  heav y eq uipment dur ing pr oject 
operations could result in deposition of dust onto plants, affecting these plants’ photosynthetic 
capabilities.  Implementation of  m itigation m easure M M-Air-3 would minimize the release of 
fugitive dust, and would reduce the potential impact to less than significant. 

 

Decommissioning 
The Proposed Action would not result in additional impact to any special status plant species 
during decommissioning. 

Decommissioning activities such as bringing equipment from other project sites or modification 
of site hydrology can introduce invasive species, or make site conditions favorable for their 
spread. Implementation of  m itigation m easure MM-Veg-4 ( Noxious W eed Management P lan) 
would reduce the potential impact associated with introduction or spread of invasive species to 
less than significant. 

Release of f ugitive dus t as  a r esult of  g rading and us e of  heav y eq uipment dur ing pr oject 
decommissioning could result in deposition of  dust onto plants, affecting these pl ants’ 
photosynthetic capabilities.  Implementation of mitigation measure MM-Air-1 would minimize the 
release of fugitive dust, and would reduce the potential impact to less than significant. 

 

Veg-2 

Construction 
The Proposed A ction w ould r esult i n t emporary and per manent i mpacts t o 2, 027 ac res of 
creosote bush-white bursage scrub, which is not considered a sensitive vegetation community.  
Therefore, these impacts would not be significant. 

Implementation of  t he Proposed A ction would r esult i n t emporary and per manent i mpacts t o 
approximately 146 acres of C DFG jurisdictional resources, including r emoval or  f illing of  
jurisdictional ar eas dur ing s ite pr eparation activities.  Implementation of  m itigation m easure 
MM-Veg-6 ( Streambed Alteration Agreement) w ould r educe t hese i mpacts t o l ess t han 
significant. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Operations of the P roposed A ction would not  r esult i n i mpacts t o any  s ensitive v egetation 
community, and would not have any further impacts to CDFG jurisdictional areas.  

 

Decommissioning 
The P roposed A ction would not result i n i mpacts to any  s ensitive vegetation c ommunities or  
CDFG jurisdictional areas during decommissioning. 
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4.17.4        Alternative 2: 2,385 Ac Alternative 

4.17.4.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 2 i s c onceptually s imilar t o t he P roposed A ction ( Alternative 1) , but  construction 
activities associated with Alternative 2 would be slightly greater than the Proposed Action due to 
the s lightly i ncreased ac reage ( 2,385 acres versus 2, 143 acres).  T he A lternative 2 f ootprint 
(Figure 2 -4) w ould par tially ov erlap w ith t he l and ar ea associated with the Proposed Action 
(Figure 1-1) north of the Primm Valley Golf Course, but would also include a parcel on the south 
side of the P rimm V alley G olf C ourse.  T he v egetation-related c onstruction i mpacts of  
Alternative 2 w ould be s imilar, but  s lightly g reater, than those of the Proposed Action.  
Construction ac tivities w ould l ast f or a slightly longer t ime and t he bi furcated f ootprint w ould 
result in an additional 339 acres of permanent disturbance.  The vegetation characteristics of 
the separate area are expected to be the same as those of the Proposed Action, so there would 
be l ittle di fference i n the potential for impacts to native plant communities or special status 
plants.  Mitigation measures MM-Veg-1, MM-Veg-2, and MM-Veg-3 would minimize impacts to 
sensitive plant communities. 

 

Construction 
A c omparison of  t he ac reage of  v egetation c ommunities, special status pl ant s pecies, and 
wetlands impacted by the Proposed Action and ot her ac tion al ternatives i s pr ovided i n T able 
4.17-1.  Construction ac tivities as sociated w ith A lternative 2 w ould result in direct temporary 
and per manent l osses of native vegetation and i ndirect ef fects r esulting f rom v egetation 
clearing, grading, or other surface disturbance.  Alternative 2 would also affect special status 
plant species and state jurisdictional areas. 

 

Vegetation Communities 
During construction of  A lternative 2, potential impacts to vegetation would be similar to those 
described under  “ Construction” f or the P roposed A ction.  Under A lternative 2,  all nat ural 
vegetation, i ncluding s pecial s tatus pl ant s pecies, w ould be c ompletely r emoved f rom t he 
permanent facility sites, such as the solar arrays, the O&M facility, and t he Project Substation 
by clearing and grading using bulldozers, road graders, and/or other standard earth-moving 
equipment.   Approximately 2, 344 acres would be per manently di sturbed by  pr oject facilities, 
roads, and t he transmission ROW.  Alternative 2 would result in direct impacts to the following 
vegetation c ommunities: 2, 327 acres of c reosote bus h-white bur sage s crub and 35 acres of 
mixed saltbush.  The nature of these impacts is similar to the Proposed Action, but Alternative 2 
would increase the impacts to these communities by approximately 321 acres.  Other project 
features such as roadways, access ways, and locations where concrete foundations are used 
would be per manently cleared and l eft unvegetated for the life of the Stateline Solar Farm and 
could r esult i n i ndirect i ncreased w ind er osion of  t he s oil.  Dust c an hav e del eterious 
physiological effects on plants and may affect t heir pr oductivity and nut ritional q ualities. T he 
nature of these impacts would be the same as that described for the Proposed Action.  

Under A lternative 2,  c onstruction of laydown areas f or t he transmission ROW would result in 
temporary impacts to the same approximate area (about 4 acres) as was described for the 
Proposed Action.  Temporary disturbance sites would be restored to BLM specifications and, in 
some situations, native vegetation may be harvested for replanting to augment soil stabilization 
and site restoration.  The Applicant would commit to the restoration of  vegetation within these 
temporarily-impacted areas (MM-Veg-5).   
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Mitigation for construction activities would be the same as for Alternative 1. 

 
Invasive and Noxious Weeds 
Similar t o t he P roposed A ction, c onstruction ac tivities and s oil di sturbance associated w ith 
Alternative 2 could indirectly introduce new invasive weeds to the proposed Stateline site and 
could further spread invasive weeds (such as Saharan mustard) that are already present in the 
project area. Potential impacts from invasive plant species would be mitigated by 
implementation of  M M-Veg-1 ( Minimize construction related impacts to the maximum extent 
practicable), MM-Veg-2 (Conduct biological monitoring during project construction), MM-Veg-4 
(Prepare and implement a Noxious Weed Management Plan), MM-Veg-6 (Streambed Alteration 
Agreement). 

Alternative 2 w ould r equire t he s ame appr oximate v olume of water (1,900 ac -ft) during t he 
construction period as compared to the Proposed Action.  This introduction of a water input to 
the v egetation c ommunities that comprise the project area would be advantageous to plant 
species that thrive in wet conditions, as well as invasive and noxious weeds that benefit from 
additional moisture.  The Noxious Weed Management Plan (First Solar 2012a) for the project 
includes a risk assessment of the invasive weed species currently known within the proposed 
Stateline site.  

 

Special Status Plant Species 
Alternative 2 is anticipated to result in impacts to individuals or populations of the following 
three special status plant species observed within the rare plant survey area: Mojave milkweed 
(one occurrence), small-flowered androstephium ( pink funnel lily; 52 occurrences), and U tah 
vine m ilkweed ( 6 occurrences) (Figure 3. 17-2).  Impacts to special status plants would 
decrease under Alternative 2 with three fewer species and 23 f ewer individuals or occurrences 
being affected as compared to the Proposed Action.  Specifically, Alternative 2 would impact an 
additional four small-flowered androstephium and two Utah vine milkweed individuals, but nine 
fewer Mojave milkweed individuals, as compared to the Proposed Action.  Based on pre-project 
botanical surveys, Alternative 2 would not result in any direct impacts to the following special 
status plant species: desert pincushion, Parish club-cholla, and Rusby’s desert mallow.  Overall, 
the nature of Alternative 2 impacts would be similar to those described for the Proposed Action.  

Similar t o the P roposed A ction 1, ac tivities s uch as  g rading, trenching, and dr iving of  heav y 
equipment on unpav ed r oadways al so would r esult i n i ndirect i mpacts t o special status plant 
species from increased levels of dust that may settle on the plants. Increased levels of dust on 
plants can affect pl ants’ phot osynthetic c apabilities, af fect t heir pr oductivity and nut ritional 
qualities, and degrade the overall vegetation community.  

 

Wetlands 
Permanent impacts to C DFG j urisdictional ar eas would r esult with the implementation of  
Alternative 2.  W ithin the footprint of Alternative 2, permanent project-related impacts to CDFG 
jurisdictional ar eas w ould t otal appr oximately 178 acres (LSA 2011). The nature of these 
impacts is the same as that described for the Proposed Action.  
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Operation and Maintenance 
The vegetation-related operational impacts of Alternative 2 would be nearly identical to those of 
the Proposed Action.  The potential for impacts to native plant communities and noxious and 
invasive weed effects would be substantially the same as those described under the Proposed 
Action. Mitigation measures MM-Veg-1, MM-Veg-2, and M M-Veg-3 would minimize impacts to 
sensitive plant communities. 

Use of  ac cess r oads dur ing operations for A lternative 2 c ould r esult i n di rect and i ndirect 
impacts to vegetation communities and special s tatus pl ants as  a r esult of  f ugitive dus t, 
although fugitive dust impacts would be substantially reduced during operations given the 
reduced number of vehicle trips as compared to the construction phase.  Operational activities 
associated with Alternative 2 also could indirectly introduce new invasive weeds to the proposed 
Stateline s ite and c ould f urther s pread i nvasive w eeds (such as Saharan mustard) that are 
already present in the area.  These impacts would be the same as the P roposed A ction 
Mitigation for operations activities would be the same as for the Proposed Action. 

 

Decommissioning 
Decommissioning of Alternative 2 is not  ex pected t o di rectly i mpact any  v egetation 
communities, special status plant species, or jurisdictional drainages.  This is because all 
decommissioning activities are expected to take place inside the footprint of the facility, and all 
vegetation and drainages present in that area would already have been removed during project 
construction.  S imilar t o construction, i ndirect impacts t o vegetation and dr ainages outside of  
the project footprint could occur due to release of  fugitive dust, and/or from increased erosion 
or sedimentation downstream of the facility.  As with construction, these potential indirect 
impacts would be mitigated through implementation of  mitigation measures MM-Water-7, MM-
Water-8, MM-Veg-6, and MM-Air-1. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The modification of the boundary of the Ivanpah DWMA would be similar under Alternative 2 as 
the Proposed Action, except it would include a different land area.  Under Alternative 2, the land 
area that would be added to the DWMA is shown in Table 4.17-3. 

 
Table 4.17-3. Acreage to be Modified in Ivanpah DWMA, Alternative 2 

Land Area Acreage in Land Area 
Current Ivanpah DWMA 37,280 ac 
Total in Northern Ivanpah Unit + 29,110 ac 
Ivanpah SEGS -3,471 ac 
Caltrans JPOE -133 ac 
Desert Express -109 ac 
Stateline Alternative 2 -2,385 ac 
Subtotal New Acreage Added to DWMA 23,012 ac 
Removal of Ivanpah Playa -2,997 ac 
Final Total in Modified DWMA 57,295 ac 

 



DESERT STATELINE SOLAR FARM PROJECT 
4.17 VEGETATION RESOURCES 

 

 
NOVEMBER 2012 4.17-15 DRAFT EIS/EIR 
 

As discussed for the Proposed Action, modification of the boundary of  the existing Ivanpah 
DWMA would r esult in an i ncreased pot ential f or t he s pread of noxious and invasive weeds 
from the Stateline project area to the proposed Ivanpah DWMA. 

Expansion of the DWMA would also have the beneficial effect of protecting special status plants 
located in the 23,012 acre area added to the DWMA. 

 

4.17.4.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 

Veg-1 

Construction 
Alternative 2 is anticipated to result in impacts to individuals or populations of t he following 
three special status plant species observed within the rare plant survey area: Mojave milkweed 
(one oc currence), small-flowered androstephium ( pink funnel lily; 52 occurrences), and U tah 
vine milkweed (six occurrences).  The number of individuals/occurrences of each that would be 
impacted i s s mall, and w ould not  af fect t he di stribution of  each species.  In addition, other 
special-status s pecies pl ants w ere i dentified pr oximate t o t he pr oject area, and could occur 
within the project area.  Implementation of mitigation measures, specifically MM-Veg-3 (Special 
Status Plant Avoidance and Restoration), would reduce the potential impact of Alternative 2 on 
special-status plants to less than significant. 

Construction ac tivities s uch as  bringing equipment f rom ot her pr oject s ites or  m odification of  
site hydrology can i ntroduce i nvasive s pecies, or  m ake s ite c onditions f avorable f or t heir 
spread. Implementation of  m itigation m easure MM-Veg-4 ( Noxious W eed Management P lan) 
would reduce the potential impact associated with introduction or spread of invasive species to 
less than significant. 

Release of f ugitive dus t as  a r esult of  g rading and us e of  heav y eq uipment dur ing pr oject 
construction could result in deposition of dust onto plants, affecting these plants’ photosynthetic 
capabilities.  Implementation of  m itigation m easure M M-Air-1 would minimize the release of 
fugitive dust, and would reduce the potential impact to less than significant. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Alternative 2  would not  r esult in addi tional i mpact t o any  s pecial status plant species during 
operations and maintenance. 

Operations activities such as bringing equipment from other project sites or modification of site 
hydrology c an i ntroduce i nvasive s pecies, or  m ake site conditions favorable f or t heir s pread. 
Implementation of  m itigation m easure M M-Veg-4 ( Noxious W eed M anagement Plan) would 
reduce the potential impact associated with introduction or  spread of invasive species to less 
than significant. 

Release of f ugitive dus t as  a r esult of  g rading and us e of  heav y eq uipment dur ing pr oject 
operations could result in deposition of dust onto plants, affecting these plants’ photosynthetic 
capabilities.  Implementation of  m itigation m easure M M-Air-3 would minimize the release of 
fugitive dust, and would reduce the potential impact to less than significant. 

 

Decommissioning 
Alternative 2  would not  r esult i n addi tional i mpact t o any  s pecial status plant species during 
decommissioning. 
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Decommissioning activities such as bringing equipment from other project sites or modification 
of site hydrology can introduce invasive species, or make site conditions favorable for their 
spread. Implementation of  m itigation m easure MM-Veg-4 ( Noxious W eed Management P lan) 
would reduce the potential impact associated with introduction or spread of invasive species to 
less than significant. 

Release of f ugitive dus t as  a r esult of  g rading and us e of  heav y eq uipment dur ing pr oject 
decommissioning could result in deposition of  dust onto plants, affecting these pl ants’ 
photosynthetic capabilities.  Implementation of mitigation measure MM-Air-1 would minimize the 
release of fugitive dust, and would reduce the potential impact to less than significant. 

 

Veg-2 

Construction 
Alternative 2 would result in direct impacts to the following vegetation communities: 2,327 acres 
of c reosote bus h-white bur sage s crub and 35 ac res of mixed s altbush.   Neither of  t hese 
communities ar e considered a s ensitive v egetation community, s o i mpacts t o t hese 
communities would be less than significant. 

Implementation of  Alternative 2  would r esult i n t emporary and per manent i mpacts t o 
approximately 178 acres of C DFG j urisdictional r esources, i ncluding r emoval or  f illing in of 
jurisdictional ar eas dur ing s ite pr eparation ac tivities.  Implementation o f m itigation m easure 
MM-Veg-6 ( Streambed Alteration Agreement) w ould r educe t hese i mpacts t o l ess t han 
significant. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Operations during A lternative 2 would not result in i mpacts t o any  s ensitive v egetation 
community, and would not have any further impacts to CDFG jurisdictional areas.  

 

Decommissioning 
Alternative 2  would not r esult i n i mpacts to any  s ensitive v egetation c ommunities or  C DFG 
jurisdictional areas during decommissioning. 

 

4.17.5        Alternative 3: 2,151 Ac Alternative 

4.17.5.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 3 is conceptually similar t o t he P roposed Action ( Alternative 1) , but  would have a 
slightly larger footprint.  The land area associated with Alternative 3 would partially overlap with 
the land area associated with the Proposed Action (Figure 1-1), but would be shifted towards 
the south and east.  Construction activities associated with Alternative 3 would be the same as 
those of  t he P roposed Action due t o t he s imilar s ize.  The pr oject s ite under  A lternative 3 i s 
approximately 8 acres larger than the project site under the Proposed Action.   

 

Construction 
A c omparison of  t he ac reage of  v egetation c ommunities, s pecial s tatus plant species, and 
wetlands impacted by the Proposed Action and ot her ac tion al ternatives i s pr ovided i n T able 
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4.17-1.  Construction ac tivities as sociated w ith A lternative 3 w ould result in direct temporary 
and permanent losses of native v egetation and i ndirect ef fects r esulting f rom v egetation 
clearing, g rading, or  other surface disturbance.  Alternative 3 would also affect special status 
plant species and state jurisdictional areas. 

 

Vegetation Communities 
During construction of Alternative 3, potential impacts to vegetation would be similar to those 
described under  “ Construction” f or the P roposed A ction.  U nder A lternative 3,  all natural 
vegetation, i ncluding s pecial s tatus pl ant s pecies, w ould be c ompletely r emoved f rom t he 
permanent facility sites.  Approximately 2,124 acres would be permanently disturbed by project 
facilities, roads, and t he transmission ROW.  A lternative 3 would result in direct impacts to the 
following v egetation c ommunities: 2, 114 acres of c reosote bus h-white bur sage s crub and 28 
acres of mixed saltbush.  The nature of these impacts is similar to Alternative 1, but Alternative 
3 would i ncrease t he i mpacts t o v egetation c ommunities by  appr oximately 101 acres as 
compared to the Proposed Action.  Other Stateline project features, such as roadways, access 
ways, and w here c oncrete f oundations ar e us ed, w ould be permanently cleared and left 
unvegetated for the life of the Stateline Solar Farm and would result in indirect increased wind 
erosion of the soil.  The nature of these impacts would be the same as that described for 
Alternative 1.  

Under A lternative 3, construction of  l aydown areas for t he t ransmission ROW would result in 
temporary impacts t o t he s ame appr oximate ar ea ( about 4 ac res) as  w as des cribed f or 
Alternative 1.  Mitigation for construction activities would be the same as for Alternative 1. 

 
Invasive and Noxious Weeds 
Similar to t he P roposed A ction, c onstruction ac tivities and s oil di sturbance as sociated w ith 
Alternative 3 could indirectly introduce new invasive weeds to the proposed Stateline site and 
could further spread invasive weeds that are already present in the proposed Stateline project 
area.  Mitigation for construction-related impacts to invasive and noxious weeds would be the 
same as for the Proposed Action.   

Alternative 3 w ould r equire t he s ame appr oximate v olume of water (1,900 ac-ft) dur ing t he 
construction per iod as  c ompared t o t he P roposed A ction.  P otential i mpacts r elated t o water 
use would be the same as those described under  A lternative 1.   T he N oxious W eed 
Management Plan (First Solar 2012a) for the project includes a risk assessment of the invasive 
weed species currently known within the proposed Stateline site. 

 

Special Status Plant Species 
Alternative 3 would result in s lightly increased impacts to small-flowered androstephium (pink 
funnel lily) as compared to the Proposed Action in that the Alternative 3 footprint would disturb 
an additional 8 i ndividuals of this species.  Under Alternative 3, anticipated permanent impacts 
to t he f ollowing special s tatus plant species i ndividuals or  populations would be t he same as 
compared to Alternative 1: desert pincushion (eight occurrences), Mojave milkweed (ten 
occurrences), Parish club-cholla (nine occurrences), Rusby’s desert mallow (three 
occurrences), and Utah vine milkweed (four occurrences) (Figure 3.17-2).  Overall the nature of 
Alternative 3 impacts would be similar to those described for Alternative 1. 
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Wetlands 
Permanent impacts to C DFG j urisdictional ar eas w ould r esult w ith t he i mplementation of  
Alternative 3.  W ithin the footprint of Alternative 3, permanent project-related impacts to CDFG 
jurisdictional a reas w ould t otal appr oximately 142 acres (LSA 2011). The nature of these 
impacts is the same as that described for Alternative 1.  

 

Operation and Maintenance 
During the operations phase of Alternative 3, potential impacts to vegetation would be the same 
as described under “Operation and Maintenance Activities” for the Proposed Action. 

Use of access roads during oper ations f or A lternative 3 c ould r esult i n di rect and i ndirect 
impacts to vegetation communities and special s tatus pl ants as  a r esult of  f ugitive dust, 
although fugitive dust impacts would be substantially reduced during operations given the 
reduced number of vehicle trips as compared to the construction phase.  Operations activities 
associated with Alternative 3 could further spread invasive weeds (such as Saharan mustard) 
that are already present in the proposed Stateline site.  These impacts would be the same as or 
the P roposed A ction. M itigation f or O &M ac tivities w ould be t he s ame as  f or the P roposed 
Action. 

 

Decommissioning 
Decommissioning of  Alternative 3 i s not  ex pected t o di rectly i mpact any  v egetation 
communities, special status plant species, or jurisdictional drainages.  This is because all 
decommissioning activities are expected to take place inside the footprint of the facility, and all 
vegetation and drainages present in that area would already have been removed during project 
construction.  S imilar t o construction, i ndirect impacts t o vegetation and dr ainages outside of 
the project footprint could occur due to release of fugitive dust, and/or f rom increased erosion 
or sedimentation downstream of the facility.  As with construction, these potential indirect 
impacts would be mitigated through implementation of  mitigation measures MM-Water-7, MM-
Water-8, MM-Veg-6, and MM-Air-1. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The modification of the boundary of the Ivanpah DWMA would be similar under Alternative 3 as 
Alternative 1, except it would include a slightly different land area.  Under Alternative 3, the land 
area that would be added to the DWMA is shown in Table 4.17-4. 

 
Table 4.17-4. Acreage to be Modified in Ivanpah DWMA, Alternative 3 

Land Area Acreage in Land Area 
Current Ivanpah DWMA 37,280 ac 
Total in Northern Ivanpah Unit + 29,110 ac 
Ivanpah SEGS -3,471 ac 
Caltrans JPOE -133 ac 
Desert Express -109 ac 
Stateline Alternative 3 -2,151 ac 
Subtotal New Acreage Added to DWMA 23,246 ac 
Removal of Ivanpah Playa -2,997 ac 
Final Total in Modified DWMA 57,529 ac 

 



DESERT STATELINE SOLAR FARM PROJECT 
4.17 VEGETATION RESOURCES 

 

 
NOVEMBER 2012 4.17-19 DRAFT EIS/EIR 
 

The modification of the boundary of the Ivanpah DWMA would be the same under Alternative 3 
as the Proposed Action.  As discussed for the Proposed Action, modification of the boundary of 
the existing Ivanpah DWMA would result in an increased potential for the spread of noxious and 
invasive weeds from the Stateline project area to the proposed Ivanpah DWMA. 

Expansion of the DWMA would also have the beneficial effect of protecting special status plants 
located in the 23,246 acre area added to the DWMA.  

 

4.17.5.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 

Veg-1 

Construction 
Alternative 3 i s anticipated to result in impacts to individuals or populations of the following six 
special status plant species observed within the survey area (Figure 3.17-2): desert pincushion, 
Mojave m ilkweed, Parish c lub-cholla, small-flowered androstephium (pink f unnel l ily), Rusby’s 
desert mallow, and U tah v ine m ilkweed.  The number of  individuals/occurrences of  each that 
would be i mpacted is small, and w ould not af fect the distribution of  each species.  In addition, 
other s pecial-status s pecies pl ants w ere i dentified pr oximate t o t he pr oject ar ea, and could 
occur w ithin t he pr oject ar ea.  Implementation of mitigation m easures, specifically MM-Veg-3 
(Special Status Plant Avoidance and Restoration), would reduce the potential impact of 
Alternative 3 on special-status plants to less than significant. 

Construction activities such as br inging eq uipment f rom ot her pr oject s ites or  m odification of  
site hydrology can i ntroduce i nvasive s pecies, or  m ake s ite c onditions f avorable f or t heir 
spread. Implementation of  m itigation m easure MM-Veg-4 (Noxious W eed Management P lan) 
would reduce the potential impact associated with introduction or spread of invasive species to 
less than significant. 

Release of f ugitive dus t as  a r esult of  g rading and us e of  heav y eq uipment dur ing pr oject 
construction could result in deposition of dust onto plants, affecting these plants’ photosynthetic 
capabilities.  Implementation of  m itigation m easure M M-Air-1 would minimize the release of 
fugitive dust, and would reduce the potential impact to less than significant. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Alternative 3  would not  r esult i n addi tional i mpact t o any  s pecial status plant species during 
operations and maintenance. 

Operations activities such as bringing equipment from other project sites or modification of site 
hydrology can introduce invasive species, or make s ite c onditions f avorable f or t heir s pread. 
Implementation of  m itigation m easure M M-Veg-4 ( Noxious W eed M anagement Plan) would 
reduce the potential impact associated with introduction or  spread of invasive species to less 
than significant. 

Release of f ugitive dus t as  a r esult of  g rading and us e of  heav y eq uipment dur ing pr oject 
operations could result in deposition of dust onto plants, affecting these plants’ photosynthetic 
capabilities.  Implementation of  m itigation measure M M-Air-3 would minimize the release of 
fugitive dust, and would reduce the potential impact to less than significant. 
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Decommissioning 
Alternative 3  would not  r esult i n addi tional i mpact t o any  s pecial status plant species during 
decommissioning. 

Decommissioning activities such as bringing equipment from other project sites or modification 
of site hydrology can introduce invasive species, or make site conditions favorable for their 
spread. Implementation of  m itigation m easure MM-Veg-4 ( Noxious W eed Management P lan) 
would reduce the potential impact associated with introduction or spread of invasive species to 
less than significant. 

Release of f ugitive dus t as  a r esult of  g rading and us e of  heav y eq uipment dur ing pr oject 
decommissioning could result in depos ition of dust onto plants, affecting these pl ants’ 
photosynthetic capabilities.  Implementation of mitigation measure MM-Air-1 would minimize the 
release of fugitive dust, and would reduce the potential impact to less than significant. 

 

Veg-2 

Construction 
Alternative 3 would result in direct impacts to the following vegetation communities: 2,114 acres 
of c reosote bus h-white bur sage s crub and 28 acres of mixed s altbush.   Neither of  t hese 
communities ar e considered a s ensitive v egetation community, s o i mpacts t o t hese 
communities would be less than significant. 

Implementation of  Alternative 3  would r esult i n t emporary and per manent i mpacts t o 
approximately 142 acres of C DFG j urisdictional r esources, i ncluding r emoval or  f illing in of 
jurisdictional ar eas dur ing s ite pr eparation ac tivities.  Implementation of  m itigation m easure 
MM-Veg-6 ( Streambed Alteration Agreement) w ould r educe t hese i mpacts t o l ess t han 
significant. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Operations during A lternative 3 would not  r esult i n impacts t o any  s ensitive v egetation 
community, and would not have any further impacts to CDFG jurisdictional areas.  

 

Decommissioning 
Alternative 3 would not r esult i n i mpacts to any  s ensitive v egetation c ommunities or  C DFG 
jurisdictional areas during decommissioning. 

 

4.17.6        Alternative 4: Reduced Acreage Alternative 

4.17.6.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 4 i s c onceptually similar to the P roposed A ction, but  w ould be pl aced w ithin a 
different land area which comprises 1,766 acres.  T he land area associated with Alternative 4 
would be the same as the northern portion of the bifurcated footprint of Alternative 2 (Figure 2-
3).  Under Alternative 4, the proposed Stateline Solar Farm would generate 218 MW (compared 
to 300 MW generated by Alternatives 1, 2, and 3) and would have a f ootprint of approximately 
377 fewer acres (17 percent) t han the Proposed Action project footprint.  Alternative 4 would 
result i n a 37 7-acre reduction of permanent disturbance to vegetation r elated t o s ite-clearing 
activities.    
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Construction 
Vegetation Communities 
During construction of Alternative 4, potential impacts to vegetation would be similar to those 
described under  “ Construction” f or the P roposed A ction.  Under A lternative 4 , al l nat ural 
vegetation, i ncluding s pecial s tatus pl ant species, w ould be c ompletely r emoved f rom t he 
permanent facility sites.  Approximately 1,725 acres would be permanently disturbed by project 
facilities, roads, and t he transmission ROW.  These and ot her Stateline project features, such 
as access ways and w here concrete foundations are used, would be per manently cleared and 
left unvegetated for the life of the Stateline Solar Farm and would result in indirect increased 
wind erosion of the soil.  Alternative 4 would result in direct impacts to the following sensitive 
vegetation c ommunities: 1,690 acres of c reosote bus h-white bur sage s crub and 35 acres of 
mixed saltbush (see Northern portion of Alternative 2 on Figure 3.17-1).  The nature of these 
impacts is  s imilar to those of  Alternative 1 , but  covering a s maller ar ea.  Alternative 4 would 
decrease the impacts to sensitive vegetation communities by approximately 377 acres as 
compared t o t he Proposed Action.  O verall, t he nature of  t he impacts would be t he same as  
that described for Alternative 1.  

Under A lternative 4, construction of laydown areas f or t he t ransmission ROW would result in 
temporary impacts t o t he s ame appr oximate ar ea ( about 4 ac res) as  w as des cribed f or 
Alternative 1.  Mitigation for construction activities would be the same as for Alternative 1. 

 

Invasive and Noxious Weeds 
Similar t o t he P roposed A ction, c onstruction ac tivities and s oil di sturbance as sociated w ith 
Alternative 4 could indirectly introduce new invasive weeds to the proposed Stateline site and 
could further spread invasive weeds that are already present in the project area.  Mitigation for 
construction-related i mpacts t o i nvasive and nox ious w eeds w ould be t he s ame as  f or the 
Proposed Action.   

Alternative 4 would r equire t he s ame appr oximate v olume of water (1,900 ac-ft) dur ing t he 
construction per iod as compared to the Proposed Action and thus potential impacts related to 
water use would be the same.  The Noxious Weed Management Plan (First Solar 2012a) for 
the project includes a risk assessment of the invasive weed species currently known within the 
proposed Stateline site.  

 

Special Status Plant Species  
Alternative 4 would result in decreased impacts to special status plant species as compared to 
the Proposed Action.  The Alternative 4 f ootprint w ould af fect 53 t otal s pecial s tatus pl ant 
individuals or  occurrences (one M ojave m ilkweed and 52 small-flowered androstephium 
occurrences) (Figure 3.17-2).  Therefore, this alternative affects 29 fewer special status plant 
individuals/populations as compared to the Proposed Action.  Overall the nature of Alternative 4 
impacts would be less than those described for Alternative 1. 

 
Wetlands 
Permanent impacts to C DFG j urisdictional ar eas w ould r esult w ith t he i mplementation of  
Alternative 4.  W ithin the footprint of Alternative 4, permanent project-related impacts to CDFG 
jurisdictional ar eas w ould t otal appr oximately 130 acres (LSA 2011) .  The nat ure of  t hese 
impacts is the same as that described for Alternative 1.  
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Operation and Maintenance 
Use of  ac cess r oads dur ing operations for Alternative 4 c ould r esult i n di rect and i ndirect 
impacts to vegetation communities and special s tatus pl ants as  a r esult of  f ugitive dus t, 
although fugitive dust impacts would be substantially reduced during operations given the 
reduced number of vehicle trips as compared to the construction phase.  Operations activities 
associated w ith A lternative 4 c ould f urther spread i nvasive weeds that are already present in 
the pr oposed S tateline s ite. T hese i mpacts w ould be t he s ame as  t hat f or A lternative 1. 
Mitigation for operations activities would be the same as for Alternative 1. 

 

Decommissioning 
Decommissioning of Alternative 4 i s not  ex pected t o di rectly i mpact any  v egetation 
communities, special status plant species, or jurisdictional drainages.  This is because all 
decommissioning activities are expected to take place inside the footprint of the facility, and all 
vegetation and drainages present in that area would already have been removed during project 
construction.  S imilar t o construction, i ndirect impacts t o vegetation and drainages outside of  
the project footprint could occur due to release of  fugitive dust, and/or from increased erosion 
or sedimentation downstream of the facility.  As with construction, these potential indirect 
impacts would be mitigated through implementation of mitigation measures MM-Water-7, MM-
Water-8, MM-Veg-6, and MM-Air-1. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The modification of the boundary of the Ivanpah DWMA would be similar under Alternative 4 as 
Alternative 1,  except it would include a different land area.  U nder Alternative 4, the land area 
that would be added to the DWMA is shown in Table 4.17-5. 

 
Table 4.17-5. Acreage to be Modified in Ivanpah DWMA, Alternative 4 

Land Area Acreage in Land Area 
Current Ivanpah DWMA 37,280 ac 
Total in Northern Ivanpah Unit + 29,110 ac 
Ivanpah SEGS -3,471 ac 
Caltrans JPOE -133 ac 
Desert Express -109 ac 
Stateline Alternative 4 -1,766 ac 
Subtotal New Acreage Added to DWMA 23,631 ac 
Removal of Ivanpah Playa -2,997 ac 
Final Total in Modified DWMA 57,914 ac 

 

The modification of the boundary of the Ivanpah DWMA would be the same under Alternative 4 
as A lternative 1.   A s di scussed f or t he P roposed A ction, m odification of  t he boundary of the 
existing I vanpah DWMA would r esult i n an i ncreased potential for t he spread of  nox ious and 
invasive weeds from the Stateline project area to the proposed Ivanpah DWMA. 

Expansion of the DWMA would also have the beneficial effect of protecting special status plants 
located in the 23,631 acre area added to the DWMA.  
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4.17.6.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 

Veg-1 

Construction 
The Alternative 4 footprint would affect 53 total special status plant individuals or populations, 
specifically, one Mojave milkweed and 52 small-flowered androstephium (pink funnel lily). The 
number of  i ndividuals/occurrences of eac h t hat w ould be i mpacted i s s mall, and w ould not  
affect the distribution of eac h s pecies.  In addi tion, ot her s pecial-status s pecies pl ants w ere 
identified pr oximate t o t he pr oject ar ea, and c ould oc cur within the project area.  
Implementation of mitigation measures, specifically MM-Veg-3 (Special Status Plant Avoidance 
and Restoration), would reduce the potential impact of Alternative 4 on s pecial-status plants to 
less than significant. 

Construction ac tivities s uch as  bringing equipment f rom ot her pr oject s ites or  m odification of  
site hydrology can i ntroduce i nvasive s pecies, or  m ake s ite c onditions f avorable f or t heir 
spread. Implementation of  m itigation m easure MM-Veg-4 ( Noxious W eed Management P lan) 
would reduce the potential impact associated with introduction or spread of invasive species to 
less than significant. 

Release of f ugitive dus t as  a r esult of  g rading and us e of  heav y eq uipment dur ing pr oject 
construction could result in deposition of dust onto plants, affecting these plants’ photosynthetic 
capabilities.  Implementation of  m itigation m easure M M-Air-1 would minimize the release of 
fugitive dust, and would reduce the potential impact to less than significant. 

Overall, construction of Alternative 4 would not result in a substantial lessening of any 
significant environmental impacts as compared to the other alternatives. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Alternative 4  would not  r esult i n addi tional i mpact t o any  s pecial status plant species during 
operations and maintenance. 

Operations activities such as bringing equipment from other project sites or modification of site 
hydrology can introduce invasive species, or make s ite c onditions f avorable f or t heir s pread. 
Implementation of  m itigation m easure M M-Veg-4 ( Noxious W eed M anagement P lan) w ould 
reduce the potential impact associated with introduction or  spread of invasive species to less 
than significant. 

Release of f ugitive dus t as  a r esult of  g rading and us e of  heav y eq uipment dur ing pr oject 
operations could result in deposition of dust onto plants, affecting these plants’ photosynthetic 
capabilities.  Implementation of  m itigation m easure M M-Air-3 would minimize the release of 
fugitive dust, and would reduce the potential impact to less than significant. 

Overall, operation of Alternative 4 w ould not result in a s ubstantial lessening of any significant 
environmental impacts as compared to the other alternatives. 

 

Decommissioning 
Alternative 4  would not  r esult i n addi tional i mpact t o any  s pecial status plant species during 
decommissioning. 

Decommissioning activities such as bringing equipment from other project sites or modification 
of site hydrology can introduce invasive species, or make site conditions favorable for their 
spread. Implementation of  m itigation m easure MM-Veg-4 ( Noxious W eed Management P lan) 
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would reduce the potential impact associated with introduction or spread of invasive species to 
less than significant. 

Release of f ugitive dus t as  a r esult of  g rading and us e of  heav y eq uipment dur ing pr oject 
decommissioning could result i n deposition of dust onto plants, affecting these pl ants’ 
photosynthetic capabilities.  Implementation of mitigation measure MM-Air-1 would minimize the 
release of fugitive dust, and would reduce the potential impact to less than significant. 

Overall, decommissioning of Alternative 4 would not r esult in a s ubstantial lessening of any 
significant environmental impacts as compared to the other alternatives. 

 

Veg-2 

Construction 
Alternative 4 would result in direct impacts to the following vegetation communities: 1,690 acres 
of creosote bush-white bursage scrub and 35 acres of mixed saltbush.   Creosote bush-white 
bursage s crub i s not  c onsidered a s ensitive v egetation c ommunity, s o i mpacts t o t his 
community w ould be l ess t han s ignificant.  Neither of  t hese c ommunities ar e considered a 
sensitive v egetation c ommunity, s o i mpacts t o t hese c ommunities w ould be l ess than 
significant. 

Implementation of  Alternative 4  would r esult i n t emporary and per manent i mpacts t o 
approximately 130 acres of CDF G j urisdictional r esources, i ncluding r emoval or  f illing in of 
jurisdictional ar eas dur ing s ite pr eparation ac tivities.  Implementation of  m itigation m easure 
MM-Veg-6 ( Streambed Alteration Agreement) w ould r educe t hese i mpacts t o l ess t han 
significant. 

Overall, operation of Alternative 4 w ould not result in a s ubstantial lessening of any significant 
environmental impacts as compared to the other alternatives. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Operations during A lternative 4 would not result in i mpacts t o any  s ensitive v egetation 
community, and would not have any further impacts to CDFG jurisdictional areas. In addition, 
Alternative 4 would not result in a substantial lessening of any significant environmental impacts 
as compared to the other alternatives. 

 

Decommissioning 
Alternative 4  would not r esult i n i mpacts to any  s ensitive v egetation c ommunities or  C DFG 
jurisdictional ar eas dur ing dec ommissioning. In addi tion, A lternative 4 w ould not  r esult i n a 
substantial l essening of  any significant env ironmental impacts as c ompared to the ot her 
alternatives. 

 

4.17.7        Alternative 5: No Action Alternative 

4.17.7.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under Alternative 5, the BLM would not approve the proposed facility and would not amend the 
CDCA P lan.  A s a r esult, no s olar ener gy project would be constructed, and t he BLM would 
continue to manage the site consistent with the existing land use designation in the CDCA Plan. 
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Since there would be no amendment to the CDCA Plan and no s olar project approved for the 
site under this alternative, no new structures or facilities would be constructed or operated on 
the s ite and no new  g round di sturbance w ould oc cur.  A s a r esult, none of the impacts to 
vegetation resources from c onstruction, oper ation, or  dec ommissioning of  t he pr oject w ould 
occur. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The boundaries of the existing Ivanpah DWMA would not be modified under the N o Action 
Alternative.  Land us es associated with the Ivanpah DWMA would continue as they are today.  
This alternative would have no adverse impact on vegetation resources, but would also not 
have the beneficial impact of protecting special status plant species and vegetation 
communities within the proposed DWMA expansion area. 

 

4.17.7.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Since the ac tions taken, or  not  taken, under Alternative 5 would not involve construction of a 
solar facility and ancillary features, there would be no vegetation impacts under Alternative 5. 

 

4.17.8        Alternative 6: No Project, Exclude Solar Alternative 

4.17.8.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 6 w ould i nclude a f inding by B LM t hat t he s ite i s not  s uitable f or s olar ener gy 
development, and no project would be approved.   As a result, no solar energy project would be 
constructed on the s ite, and t he B LM would c ontinue t o m anage t he s ite c onsistent w ith t he 
existing land use designation in the CDCA Plan. 

Since the CDCA Plan would be am ended to make the area unavailable for future solar energy 
development, it is expected that the site would remain in its existing condition unless another 
use i s des ignated i n t his am endment.  A s a r esult, access t o t he s ite would not  change and 
existing land uses would continue without any disruptions from construction of solar energy 
facilities.  As such, this No Project alternative would have no adverse impact on vegetation 
within and adjacent to the site for the long-term, and future solar development is unlikely as the 
plan would be amended to identify the site as unsuitable for solar development. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The boundaries of the existing Ivanpah D WMA w ould not  be m odified under A lternative 6.  
Land uses as sociated w ith the I vanpah DWMA w ould c ontinue as  they ar e today. This 
alternative would have no adverse impact on vegetation resources, but would also not have the 
beneficial impact of protecting special status plant species and vegetation communities within 
the proposed DWMA expansion area. 

 

4.17.8.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Since the ac tions taken, or  not  taken, under Alternative 6 would not involve construction of a 
solar facility and ancillary features, there would be no vegetation impacts under Alternative 6. 
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4.17.9 Alternative 7: No Project, Approve Solar Alternative 

4.17.9.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 7 would include a finding by B LM t hat t he s ite i s not  s uitable f or s olar ener gy 
development, and none of the action alternatives would be approved.  The Stateline Solar Farm 
Project would not be constructed on the project site and the project site would remain vacant in 
the near -term.  U nder t his al ternative, t he B LM w ould not  appr ove t he pr oposed facility, but 
would amend the CDCA Plan to allow f or ot her s olar pr ojects on t he s ite.  A s a r esult, i t i s 
possible that another solar energy project could be constructed on the site.  If this were to 
occur, it is likely that the construction and oper ations impacts to vegetation would be s imilar to 
those identified under Alternative 1. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The boundaries of the existing Ivanpah D WMA w ould not  be m odified under A lternative 7.  
Land uses as sociated w ith the I vanpah DWMA w ould c ontinue as  they ar e today. This 
alternative would have no adverse impact on vegetation resources, but would also not have the 
beneficial impact of protecting special status plant species and vegetation communities within 
the proposed DWMA expansion area. 

 

4.17.9.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Since the ac tions taken, or  not  taken, under Alternative 7 would not involve construction of a 
solar facility and ancillary features, there would be no vegetation impacts under Alternative 7. 

 

4.17.10 Cumulative Impacts 

4.17.10.1 Geographic Extent/Context 
The g eographic scope f or t he anal ysis of  cumulative impacts r elated t o vegetation resources 
are the local and r egional communities within I vanpah Valley f or vegetation communities and 
weeds, and t he range of the species for each of the sensitive plant species (Figure 4-1).  The 
analysis of  c umulative ef fects c onsiders a num ber of variables including geographic (spatial) 
limits, t ime ( temporal) l imits, and t he c haracteristics of  t he r esources bei ng evaluated. The 
geographic scope of this analysis i s based on the nature of the geography surrounding the 
proposed S tateline project site and t he c haracteristics and pr operties of  eac h r esource.  In 
addition, each pr oject w ill hav e i ts ow n i mplementation s chedule, w hich m ay or  m ay not  
coincide or overlap with the proposed Stateline Solar Farm’s schedule.  This is a consideration 
for s hort-term i mpacts f rom t he pr oposed S tateline pr oject; how ever, t o be conservative, the 
cumulative analysis assumes that all projects in the cumulative scenario are built and operating 
during the operating lifetime of the Stateline facility, except where otherwise noted. 

A c umulative i mpact t o nat ive v egetation c ommunities w ould oc cur i f t he pr oposed Stateline 
project c ombined w ith t he r easonably f oreseeable c umulative pr ojects in the vicinity would 
result in those vegetation communities becoming limited in extent within the cumulative analysis 
area, or if the compensation r equirements f or i mpacts c annot be ac hieved.  A  c umulative 
impact to special status plant species would occur if the proposed Stateline site combined with 
the reasonably foreseeable cumulative projects within the range of  those species would result 
in those special status plant species becoming limited in their distribution or population size, or 
if the compensation requirements for those impacts cannot be achieved.  A  cumulative impact 
to jurisdictional resources would occur if the proposed Stateline site combined with the 
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reasonably foreseeable cumulative projects in the vicinity would result in jurisdictional resources 
becoming limited in extent w ithin t he c umulative anal ysis ar ea, or  i f t he c ompensation 
requirements f or t hose i mpacts c annot be ac hieved.  A  c umulative impact related to the 
introduction or spread of invasive weed species would occur if the proposed project combined 
with the reasonably foreseeable cumulative projects in the vicinity would result in the 
introduction or  s pread of  i nvasive w eed s pecies ac ross t he c umulative anal ysis ar ea.  A 
cumulative i mpact r elated t o i ncreased l evels of  f ugitive dus t w ould oc cur i f t he pr oposed 
Stateline S olar Far m, combined w ith t he ot her r easonably f oreseeable c umulative pr ojects i n 
the v icinity, would result in increased levels of dust s ettling on v egetation and s pecial s tatus 
plant species throughout the cumulative analysis area. 

 

4.17.10.2 Existing Cumulative Conditions 
Urbanization, popul ation g rowth, and c ontinuing dev elopment pr essure hav e brought about 
substantial changes to, and ef fects on, natural resources within the cumulative analysis areas. 
Consequently, m odification, al teration, and/ or des truction of  v egetation, s pecial s tatus pl ant 
species, federal and state jurisdictional areas, and the proliferation of invasive weeds are 
occurring throughout the region. Future growth and development in the Ivanpah Valley area and 
within the ranges of the special status plants will likely continue these impacts.  

Vegetation communities are largely similar in the analysis area and consist primarily of creosote 
bush scrub, mixed saltbush, and D ry Lak e/Playa as sociated w ith t he al luvial f an s lopes and 
Ivanpah Dry Lak e w ithin I vanpah Valley.  Because the analysis area is desert, t here are f ew 
wetlands present, and these are limited to small springs in the mountains surrounding Ivanpah 
Valley.  Other jurisdictional waters include Ivanpah Dry Lake (which is considered WUS), and 
the ephemeral drainages on the alluvial fan (considered to be under CDFG jurisdiction).  

The proposed Stateline site supports special status plant species, although none of the species 
is federal or state listed. The majority of the cumulative impacts analysis for special status plans 
consists of undeveloped lands, and these surrounding areas support many of the same special 
status plant species as are found on the proposed Stateline site.  

Invasive w eeds ar e pr esent t hroughout the analysis area, although t heir num bers v ary 
depending on t he l evel of  l and di sturbance. Of the 194 pl ant s pecies t hat were doc umented 
during the 2008/2010/2011 special status plant species surveys of the Project Study Area, nine 
species were non-native (Baldwin and others 2002).  These species include Saharan mustard 
(Malcolmia Africana), London rocket (Sisymbrium irio), Russian thistle (Salsola tragus), filaree 
(Erodium cicutarium), carpet weed (Mollugo cerviana), red brome (Bromus madritensis), June 
grass ( Bromus tectorum), f oxtail bar ley ( Hordeum murinum), and M editerranean g rass 
(Schismus barbatus).  Most of these species were also identified in vegetation surveys 
conducted for the Ivanpah SEGS facility, Silver State solar, and the EITP. 

 

4.17.10.3 Reasonably Foreseeable Projects 
Table 4. 1-1 pr ovides a l ist of  c urrent and reasonably foreseeable projects, including other 
proposed or appr oved r enewable ener gy pr ojects, v arious B LM aut horized ac tions/activities, 
proposed or approved projects within the County’s jurisdiction, and ot her actions/activities that 
the agencies c onsider r easonably f oreseeable.  T able 4. 1-2 s ummarizes t he c umulative 
projects that would have the potential to combine with the Proposed Action and result in 
cumulative impacts to vegetation.  Most of these projects have either undergone independent 
environmental review pursuant to NEPA and/or CEQA, or will do s o prior to approval.  E ven if 
environmental review has not been completed f or t he cumulative pr ojects described i n T able 
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4.1-2, t heir ef fects w ere c onsidered i n t he c umulative i mpacts anal ysis in this s ection of  t he 
EIS/EIR. 

Projects currently under construction in the vicinity of  the proposed facility include the Ivanpah 
SEGS s olar f acility ( 3,471 ac res), the E ITP, Mountain P ass Lat eral nat ural g as pipeline, and 
expansion of the Molycorp Minerals, LLC rare earths mine.  Proposed projects in the vicinity of 
the pr oposed f acility t hat w ould hav e pot entially adverse impacts to vegetation include the 
Ivanpah SEGS s olar f acility, t he E lTP, ex pansion of  M olycorp M ine, the S outhern N evada 
Supplemental Airport, Desert Xpress high speed passenger rail line, Silver State Phase 2 solar 
facility, and the Calnev Pipeline Expansion Project. 

 

4.17.10.4 Cumulative Impacts associated with Proposed Action 
Construction, operations and maintenance, and decommissioning activities from all of the past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects would result in temporary and permanent 
losses of  nat ive v egetation.  D espite m easures to protect vegetation and remediate losses, 
construction of  t he pr oposed S tateline would cause both temporary (during construction from 
vegetation c learing) and per manent ( replacement of  vegetation w ith pr oject f eatures such as 
solar ar rays and per manent ac cess r oads) s ignificant impacts to vegetation c ommunities, 
special status plant species, and CDFG jurisdictional drainages. Quantitative impact information 
for these resources is not available for many of these projects. For those where it is available, it 
is provided in Table 4.17-6 below. 

 

Construction 
The pr oposed dev elopments near  t he pr oject s ite i nclude t housands of  ac res of renewable 
energy generation projects that would have the potential to drastically increase the total area of 
permanent vegetative disturbance within Ivanpah Valley.  It is expected that one or more of the 
cumulative projects described above may be under construction at the same time as the 
Proposed Action.  In particular, expansion at Molycorp and c onstruction of the Ivanpah SEGS 
facility and E ITP ar e ex pected t o c ontinue t hrough 2013,  and c onstruction of  t he C alnev 
Pipeline E xpansion P roject is expected to occur in 2013.   A s a r esult, t here would be an 
increase in potential short-term impacts to vegetation during construction of these cumulative 
projects specifically related to vegetation communities, jurisdictional ar eas, s pecial s tatus 
plants, the spread of invasive and noxious weeds, and fugitive dust.   

 

Operations and Maintenance 
It i s expected that al l of  t he cumulative projects described above would be operational at the 
same time as the Proposed Action.  As a result, there may be long-term i mpacts dur ing 
operation of those cumulative projects related to vegetation. 

The Proposed A ction w ould c ontribute t o t hese pos sible l ong-term oper ational c umulative 
impacts since t housands of  ac res of  l and ar e pr oposed f or s olar ener gy and ot her 
developments in the Ivanpah Valley area.  T he conversion of  t hese lands would result in t he 
direct, permanent loss of native and s ensitive vegetation communities, including special status 
plant species. 
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Decommissioning 
The decommissioning of the Proposed Action is expected to result in adverse impacts similar to 
those identified for construction.  D isruptions f rom t he dec ommissioning ac tivities as sociated 
with other renewable energy and other projects would have the potential to combine with those 
of the Proposed Action, which could result in an adverse c umulative impact.  However, the 
Proposed A ction’s c ontribution t o c umulative i mpacts t o vegetation during dec ommissioning 
would be t emporary.  Following decommissioning, the land area associated with the Proposed 
Action would become available for other uses, and adverse impacts would cease. 

 
Table 4.17-6. Cumulative Impacts to Vegetation Resources 

Resource 
Stateline 
Proposed 

Action 

Ivanpah 
SEGS EITP Silver State JPOE 

Disturbance (acres) 
Temporary 4  321  316  94  0  
Permanent 2,023  3,171  55  2,967  133  

Vegetative Communities (acres) 
Mojave creosote bush 
scrub 2,023  3,492  243  NR 133  

Mixed saltbush scrub 0 0 13.5  NR 0 
Dry Lake Bed/Playa 0 0 12.1  NR 0 
Black bush scrub 0 0 1.4  NR 0 
Black bush scrub-Joshua 
tree woodland 

0 0 8.4  NR 0 

Creosote scrub 0 0 29.6  NR 0 
Disturbed creosote scrub 0 0 1.2  NR 0 
Developed 0 0 53  NR 0 
Disturbed 0 0 5.3  NR 0 
Undetermined 0 0 443  NR 0 

Special-Status Species Plants (number of occurrences/individuals) 
Desert pincushion 8 8 NR 0 0 
Mojave milkweed 10 16 NR 0 0 
Parish club cholla 9 5 NR 0 0 
Small-flowered 
androstephium 48 0 NR 0 0 

Rusby’s desert mallow 3 7 NR 0 0 
Utah vine milkweed 4 0 NR 0 0 
Foxtail cactus 0 0 NR 0 0 
Nine-awned pappus 
grass 0 3 NR 0 0 

Death Valley ephedra 0 0 0 100’s 0 
Wetlands (acres) 

CDFG Jurisdictional 
Wetlands (Ephemeral 
Drainages 

146 198  5  NA NR 

Waters of the US 0 0 13.9  NR 0  
NR = Specific numbers not reported (For EITP, assumed in the EIS to be negligible) 
NA = Not applicable 
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Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
Modification of the boundary of the existing Ivanpah DWMA would result in an increased 
potential for the spread of nox ious and i nvasive weeds f rom the S tateline project area to the 
proposed I vanpah DWMA.  T he l ocation of the ex isting I vanpah DWMA ( Figure 2-1) is  
separated from the Stateline Solar Farm project site by approximately 2 miles and the I-15 
corridor, a f ar enough distance to prevent the transfer of noxious weeds.  Modification of the 
Ivanpah DWMA boundary would surround the project site on all sides by a DWMA, as opposed 
to current conditions under which the project s ite i s s urrounded ent irely by  l ands not  
categorized as BLM SMAs.  By moving the DWMA boundary directly adjacent to the solar farm 
development, the potential for invasive and noxious weeds to be transferred from the site to the 
DWMA would be increased.    

Modification of the boundary of the existing Ivanpah DWMA would have an effect on future land 
uses that ar e aut horized w ithin t he new ly added por tions of  t he D WMA.  T he l and us e 
restrictions that are currently applied to the 37,280 acre Ivanpah DWMA, which are discussed 
as par t of the evaluation of the Proposed A ction, would be extended to cover an additional 
23,254 acres within the N orthern I vanpah V alley U nit.  T hese l and us e r estrictions i nclude a 
cumulative 1 percent total surface area disturbance within the DWMA.  Therefore, expansion of 
the D WMA would have t he benef icial ef fect of  pr otecting s pecial s tatus pl ants l ocated i n the 
23,254 acre area added to the DWMA, and would increase protections for special status plants 
species within their cumulative analysis area.  

 

4.17.10.5 CEQA Significance Determinations 

Veg-1 
Special Status Plant Species 

Impacts to s ix special s tatus plant species (desert pincushion, Mojave milkweed, Parish club-
cholla, s mall-flowered andr ostephium [ pink f unnel l ily], R usby’s des ert m allow, and Utah vine 
milkweed) would result from proposed Stateline construction.  The total number of occurrences 
that would be impacted are as follows:  8 desert pincushion occurrences out of 17 present in 
the Project Study Area (47 percent), 10 Mojave milkweed occurrences out of 15 present in the 
Project S tudy A rea ( 67 per cent), 9 P arish c lub c holla oc currences out  of 27 present in the 
Project Study Area (33 percent), 48 Small-flowered androstephium occurrences out of 91 
present in the Project Study Area (53 percent), 3 R usby’s desert mallow occurrences out of 5 
present in the Project Study Area (80 percent), and 4 Utah vine milkweed occurrences out of 12 
present i n t he P roject S tudy A rea (33 percent).  Because oper ations and decommissioning 
activities would occur within the same project footprint, these activities would not directly impact 
any additional special status plant species. 

In t he ag gregate, t he r easonably f oreseeable pr ojects w ithin t he cumulative impacts analysis 
area would impact t he same special s tatus plant species as the proposed project, as well as 
additional species.  Survey dat a pr oviding t he t otal num ber of  oc currences of  eac h of  t he 
special status plant species in the area are not available.  However, the total undeveloped land 
area within the Ivanpah DWMA, including the proposed new addition of the Northern Ivanpah 
unit, is more than 59,000 acres.  An additional 97,000 acres of similar undeveloped habitat is 
present in the Nevada portion of  Ivanpah Valley.  These areas are assumed to have a similar 
distribution of  special s tatus plant species as  t he P roposed Action area.  The total land area 
associated with the cumulative development projects located on s imilar alluvial fan type-setting 
in Ivanpah Valley is shown in Table 4.17-7.  The development projects are expected to impact 
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vegetation r esources on appr oximately 1 4,000 ac res out of  t he 157, 000 ac res of s imilar 
undeveloped land in Ivanpah Valley, or approximately 9 percent.  

 

Table 4.17-7. Acreage of Vegetation Disturbance Associated with Cumulative Projects in 
Combination with Proposed Action and Alternatives 

Project 
Proposed 

Action 
(ac) 

Alt. 2 
(ac) 

Alt. 3 
(ac) 

Alt. 4 
(ac) 

Alt. 5 
(ac) 

Alt. 6 
(ac) 

Alt. 7 
(ac) 

Stateline 2,143 2,385 2,151 1,766 0 0 0 

Ivanpah SEGS 3,471 3,471 3,471 3,471 3,471 3,471 3,471 

Desert Xpress 2,424 2,424 2,424 2,424 2,424 2,424 2,424 

Molycorp 2,222 2,222 2,222 2,222 2,222 2,222 2,222 

Calnev Pipeline 180 180 180 180 180 180 180 

Kern River 
Lateral 104 104 104 104 104 104 104 

JPOE 133 133 133 133 133 133 133 

EITP 480 480 480 480 480 480 480 

Silver State 
Solar 2,967 2,967 2,967 2,967 2,967 2,967 2,967 

Total 14,124 14,366 14,132 13,747 11,981 11,981 11,981 

 

As shown in Table 4.17-6, the Proposed Action and other cumulative projects each will affect a 
small number of individual special-status species plants.  Mitigation measures MM-Veg-1, MM-
Veg-2, and MM-Veg-3 for the proposed Stateline facility include avoidance, restoration, and 
compensation for impacts to special status plant species.  These measures would reduce the 
potential impact of the proposed project on special status plants to less than significant.  The 
other cumulative projects will be subject to similar mitigation measures to mitigate their impacts 
on s pecial s tatus pl ants.  Given that the other projects also do not affect large numbers of 
individual pl ants and w ould be s ubject t o s imilar m itigation measures, t he ot her c umulative 
projects each would be expected to have impacts that can be r educed to less than significant.  
Therefore, although there would be a cumulative effect because of the loss of individual plants 
by multiple projects, the cumulative impact would be less than significant.  Given the amount of 
undeveloped lands within the cumulative analysis impact area and wide distribution and 
population sizes of the plant species found on the proposed Stateline site, the contribution of 
the Stateline project would not be cumulatively considerable.  

 

Invasive and Noxious Weeds 

Proposed Stateline facility construction, operations, and decommissioning activities would result 
in ground disturbance which has the potential to result in the introduction or spread of invasive 
weed s pecies. I nvasive w eed s pecies ex ist w ithin t he c umulative impacts analysis area as a 
result of natural events such as wildfires, as well as from past and ong oing development. The 
proposed Stateline facility and t he r easonably f oreseeable projects w ithin the c umulative 
impacts anal ysis ar ea hav e t he pot ential t o i ntroduce or  s pread i nvasive w eed s pecies 
throughout the cumulative impacts analysis area.  
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The proposed Stateline facility and the other reasonably foreseeable projects would be required 
to mitigate impacts associated with invasive w eed s pecies t hrough t he pr eparation and 
implementation of  Weed M anagement P lans and W eed C ontrol Plans.  Implementation of  
mitigation measure MM-Veg-4, (Noxious Weed Management Plan) would reduce the potential 
impacts associated with the introduction and spread of invasive weed species for the proposed 
Stateline f acility, and the contribution f rom t he pr oposed S tateline pr oject t o t he c umulative 
impact would not  be cumulatively considerable.  As invasive and nox ious weed management 
would be addr essed as  par t of  the r easonably f oreseeable cumulative pr ojects’ m itigation f or 
potential i mpacts f rom i nvasive w eeds, the ov erall c umulative impact would be less t han 
significant under CEQA. 

 

Dust 

Proposed Stateline facility construction, operations, and decommissioning activities could result 
in increased levels of airborne dust that may settle on surrounding vegetation. Increased levels 
of dus t on pl ants can significantly impede the plants’ photosynthetic capabilities and deg rade 
the ov erall v egetation c ommunity. T he r easonably f oreseeable pr ojects w ithin t he cumulative 
impacts analysis area also have the potential to result in increased levels of airborne dust.  

The pr oposed Stateline f acility and t he r easonably f oreseeable pr ojects would be r equired t o 
mitigate impacts associated with fugitive dus t t hrough t he pr eparation and i mplementation of  
Dust Control Plans, which include regular watering of access roads, staging areas, and other 
temporary use areas during clearing, grading, earth-moving, excavation, or other construction 
activities and establishing a maximum speed limit on dirt access roads to reduce the amount of 
airborne dus t g enerated.  Implementation of  mitigation measure MM-Air-1 for the pr oposed 
Stateline f acility, combined with the reasonably foreseeable cumulative projects’ mitigation for 
impacts f rom f ugitive dus t, would reduce t he i mpacts on s urrounding pl ants and v egetation 
communities and would render the cumulative impact less than significant under CEQA. 

 

Veg-2 
Vegetation Communities 

The r easonably f oreseeable pr ojects w ithin t he cumulative impacts anal ysis ar ea would l ikely 
impact the same types of vegetation communities as the proposed Stateline facility.  As shown 
in Table 4.17-7, the cumulative projects would disturb a t otal of approximately 14,000 acres of 
vegetation within Ivanpah Valley.  Most of  this is expected to consist of  Mojave creosote bush 
scrub, w hich i s pr evalent on t he s lopes of  t he al luvial fans in Ivanpah Valley.   Permanent 
losses and t emporary i mpacts t o v egetation as sociated w ith t he pr oposed Stateline f acility, 
combined w ith l osses as sociated w ith pas t, pr esent, and f uture pr ojects, are c onsidered a 
cumulative effect because these combined impacts have potential to reduce the extent of those 
communities within the cumulative impacts analysis area. 

The magnitude of  t he cumulative impact t o nat ive vegetation communities i s small g iven that 
there are approximately 157,000 acres of undeveloped desert lands within Ivanpah Valley. The 
Stateline pr oject’s p ermanent impact t o 2,023 acres of v egetation c ommunities am ounts t o 
approximately 1 percent of t he undev eloped des ert l ands i n t he c umulative i mpacts anal ysis 
area. The proposed Stateline facility and the other pr ojects w ould be r equired t o m itigate 
impacts to sensitive vegetation communities, and a sufficient amount of land is available to 
provide compensation for those projects’ impacts. Implementation of mitigation measures MM-
Veg-1, MM-Veg-2, and MM-Veg-3 would help to reduce the proposed Stateline facility’s impacts 
to sensitive vegetation communities.  Similar mitigation measures for the reasonably 
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foreseeable cumulative projects would render the overall cumulative impact less than significant 
under CEQA.  

 

Jurisdictional Drainages 

Construction of t he pr oposed S tateline f acility would r esult i n i mpacts t o CDFG jurisdictional 
drainages through v egetation r emoval and site grading.  Despite measures to protect 
jurisdictional resources and remediate losses, construction of the proposed facility would cause 
permanent significant impacts to 146 acres of ephemeral drainages. The r easonably 
foreseeable projects within the cumulative impacts analysis area would likely impact the same 
types of jurisdictional resources as the proposed Stateline facility.  Most of the projects in Table 
4.17-7 would per manently i mpact l ess t han 10 acres of j urisdictional drainages, w ith t he 
exception of  Ivanpah S EGS, which w ould per manently r emove appr oximately 1 98 acres of 
Waters of the State. 

Impacts to jurisdictional resources as sociated w ith t he pr oposed Stateline f acility, combined 
with impacts as sociated with past, present, and f uture pr ojects are considered a cumulative 
effect because t he i mpacts hav e a potential to r educe the ex tent of  t hose jurisdictional 
resources within the cumulative impacts analysis area. 

It s hould be not ed t hat t he m agnitude of  t he project’s cumulative i mpact t o j urisdictional 
features i s small g iven that t here is approximately 157,000 ac res of al luvial f an habitat within 
the cumulative impacts analysis area. The Stateline facility’s permanent impact to Waters of the 
State amounts t o less than 0.1 per cent of the jurisdictional habitat in the cumulative impact 
analysis area. T he pr oposed Stateline facility and t he other reasonably f oreseeable pr ojects 
would be required to mitigate impacts to jurisdictional resources, and a sufficient amount of land 
is available to pr ovide c ompensation f or t hose pr ojects’ i mpacts t o j urisdictional r esources. 
Implementation of mitigation measures MM-Veg-6 ( Streambed Alteration Agreement) for the 
proposed Stateline pr oject, and similar m itigation r equirements f or t he ot her reasonably 
foreseeable c umulative pr ojects, would r ender t he overall cumulative i mpact t o j urisdictional 
resources less than significant under CEQA. 

 

4.17.10.6 Cumulative Impacts from Alternatives 

Alternative 2: 2,385 Ac Alternative 
Potential cumulative impacts to vegetation under Alternative 2 would be 14,366 acres, or 242 
acres m ore than t he P roposed A ction.  Therefore, the cumulative i mpacts as sociated w ith 
Alternative 2 would be higher than those described above for the Proposed Action. 

 

Alternative 3: 2,151 Ac Alternative 
Potential cumulative impacts to vegetation under Alternative 3 would be 14,132 acres, or 
approximately t he s ame as  t hat as sociated w ith t he P roposed A ction.  T herefore, t he 
cumulative impacts associated with Alternative 3 would be the same as those described above 
for the Proposed Action. 

 
Alternative 4: Reduced Acreage Alternative 
Potential cumulative impacts to vegetation under Alternative 4 would be 13,747 acres, or 377 
acres less than the P roposed A ction.  T herefore, t he cumulative impacts associated with 
Alternative 4 would be reduced from those described above for the Proposed Action. 
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Alternative 5: No Action Alternative 
Alternative 5,  the No Action Alternative, would not contribute to cumulative impacts to existing 
native or sensitive vegetation communities.  The total cumulative impact would be 11,981 acres, 
or 2,143 acres less than the Proposed Action. 

 

Alternative 6: No Project, Exclude Solar Alternative 
By denying the solar energy application, Alternative 6 would allow existing land uses to continue 
on the project site as they are today.  Therefore, this alternative would not contribute to 
vegetation impacts associated with the removal of the 2,143 acres Proposed Action footprint.  
The total cumulative impact would be 11,981 acres, or 2,143 acres less than t he P roposed 
Action.  However, by ex cluding t he pr oposed f acility ar ea f rom f uture s olar dev elopment, 
Alternative 6 would c ontribute i ncrementally t o t he r eduction i n the amount of land area 
available for renewable ener gy dev elopment, t hereby el iminating t he pos sibility t hat anot her 
solar project would select that location and s ubsequently remove thousands of acres of native 
and sensitive vegetation. 

 

Alternative 7: No Project, Approve Solar Alternative 
By denying the solar energy application, Alternative 7 would allow existing land uses to continue 
on t he pr oject s ite as  t hey ar e t oday.  I n addi tion, A lternative 7 would not  i nclude any  
management ac tions t hat r estrict f uture us es of  t he s ite.  T herefore, A lternative 7 would not  
contribute t o c umulative i mpacts t o v egetation. The t otal c umulative i mpact would be 11, 981 
acres, or  2 ,143 ac res less t han t he P roposed Action. Under t his al ternative, ot her r enewable 
energy projects could be pr oposed on t he s ite in t he f uture.  I s t his occurred, t he cumulative 
impact of that project would be evaluated in a separate CEQA and/or NEPA analysis. 

 

4.17.11 Mitigation Measures 

MM-Veg-1: Minimize Impacts to Vegetation Communities.  Final engineering of  the project 
shall reduce the size of the temporary construction work areas where possible and minimize the 
impacts t o s ensitive v egetation c ommunities.  Prior to the start of  c onstruction, w ork ar eas 
(including, but not limited to, staging areas, access roads, and sites for temporary placement of 
construction materials and spoils) s hall be del ineated w ith or ange c onstruction f encing or  
staking to clearly identify the limits of work and shall be verified by the biological monitor (MM-
Veg-2) prior to ground disturbing activities.  Fencing/staking shall remain in place for the 
duration of construction.  Spoils shall be stockpiled in disturbed areas lacking native vegetation 
or where habitat quality is poor.  To the extent possible, disturbance of shrubs and surface soils 
due t o s tockpiling s hall be m inimized. A ll di sturbances, v ehicles, and eq uipment s hall be 
confined to the flagged areas.  

When feasible, construction activities shall drive and crush over vegetation rather than grading, 
in or der t o pr eserve t he r oot s ystems. Construction eq uipment w ould dr ive ov er and c rush 
native plants to minimize impacts to the roots of desert shrubs. Drive and crush is expected to 
reduce the recovery time of desert scrubs within the temporary construction areas.  

 

MM-Veg-2: Designated Biologist.  Prior to ground disturbing activities, one or more individuals 
shall be des ignated by the Applicant and approved by the BLM and CDFG) as a D esignated 
Biologist ( i.e., f ield c ontact r epresentative).  A Designated Biologist will be assigned for the 
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period during which on-going construction and post-construction monitoring and reporting by an 
approved bi ologist i s r equired, s uch as annual reporting on v egetation r estoration. T he 
Designated B iologist s hall hav e t he aut hority and r esponsibility t o halt activities that are in 
violation of the mitigation measures. To avoid and minimize effects to biological resources, the 
Designated Biologist(s) shall: 

• Notify B LM’s A uthorized O fficer and t he w ildlife ag encies at least 14 calendar days 
before initiating ground disturbing activities.  

• Immediately notify BLM’s Authorized Officer and the wildlife agencies, in writing, if the 
project Applicant does not comply with any of the mitigation measures.  

• Conduct compliance inspections at a minimum of once per month during on-going 
construction after clearing, grubbing, and grading are completed, and submit a monthly 
compliance report to BLM’s Authorized Officer until construction is complete.  

Prior to project initiation, t he Designated Biologist(s) shall develop and implement a Worker 
Education Awareness Program (WEAP) and shall be available in English and Spanish. Wallet-
sized c ards s ummarizing t he i nformation w ill be pr ovided t o al l c onstruction and O&M 
personnel. The WEAP shall include the following:  

• An explanation of the function of flagging that designates authorized work areas.  

• An explanation of the sensitivity of the vegetation communities and s pecial status plant 
species within and adjacent to work areas.  

• The i mportance of  av oiding t he i ntroduction of  i nvasive w eeds ont o the proposed 
Stateline site and surrounding areas.  

 

MM-Veg-3: Special-Status P lant A voidance and R estoration. Prior to the s tart o f 
construction, a qualified biologist shall conduct focused surveys during the appr opriate 
blooming period for special status plant species for all special status species plants that may 
potentially be present.  When feasible, construction activities should either avoid special status 
species plant, or salvage and t ransplant them ac cording to the Applicant’s Vegetation 
Management P lan. The Applicant’s Vegetation M anagement P lan (First S olar 2012 f) shall 
include methods to salvage soil and seed in areas containing special status plant species for 
use in the revegetation of temporary impact areas, and s hall include container stock and s eed 
of the affected special status plant species for use in restoration/revegetation areas.  

 

MM-Veg-4: Noxious Weed Management Plan.  The Applicant shall prepare and implement a 
Noxious Weed M anagement P lan t o c ontrol non -native i nvasive w eeds, as dev eloped i n 
cooperation with the BLM and C ounty of  San Bernardino.  The Integrated Weed Management 
Plan f or t he pr oject s hall i nclude a risk as sessment of  t he i nvasive w eed s pecies c urrently 
known within t he pr oposed Stateline site, pr ocedures t o c ontrol t heir s pread on s ite and t o 
adjacent off-site areas, and procedures to help minimize the introduction of new weed species. 
The Noxious Weed Management Plan shall be submitted to the BLM and County for review and 
approval prior to the start of construction and shall be implemented prior to, during, and 
following the completion of construction for the life of the project. 

 

MM-Veg-5: Revegetation of Temporary Disturbed Areas.  Temporarily disturbed areas shall 
be revegetated according to the Applicant’s Closure, Decommissioning, and Reclamation Plan 
(First S olar 2012d) .  The Plan must be appr oved i n w riting pr ior t o t he i nitiation of  any  
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vegetation disturbing activities. Restoration involves recontouring the land and replacing topsoil 
(if i t w as c ollected). R evegetation al so i nvolves pl anting seed and/or container stock, 
maintaining the plantings ( e.g., w eeding, r eplacement pl anting, s upplemental w atering), and 
monitoring t he r estored/revegetated ar eas f or a per iod of  at  least five years (or until the 
restoration/ revegetation meets all success criteria).  The Applicant’s Vegetation Management 
Plan (First Solar 2012f) shall include methods to salvage soil and seed in ar eas containing 
special status plant species for use i n t he r evegetation of  t emporary impact ar eas, and s hall 
include container stock and s eed of  t he af fected s pecial s tatus pl ant s pecies f or us e i n 
restoration/revegetation areas. Restoration measures in desert environments generally includes 
alleviating soil compaction, returning the surface to its original contours, pitting or imprinting the 
surface to allow small areas where seeds and rain water can be captured, planting seedlings 
with root mass necessary to survive w ithout w atering, pl anting s eedlings i n t he s pring w ith 
herbivory cages, broadcasting locally collected seed immediately prior to the rainy season, and 
covering seeds with mulch. 

 

MM-Veg-6: Streambed A lteration A greement.  Given t he ant icipated i mpacts t o C DFG 
jurisdictional ar eas, the A pplicant would be  required t o obt ain a S treambed A lteration 
Agreement from the CDFG in accordance with Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game 
code.  This per mit w ould i nclude m itigation measures that would be i mplemented by  t he 
Applicant. 

 

4.17.12 Residual Impacts after Mitigation 
Implementation of the avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures described in Section 
4.17.12 would mitigate the Stateline project’s direct and indirect impacts t o v egetation 
resources, including permanent and temporary impacts to vegetation communities, special 
status plant species, and s tate jurisdictional areas.  Implementation of  the planned avoidance, 
minimization, and mitigation measures would mitigate impacts to vegetation resources to a level 
below the CEQA significance t hreshold.  Implementation of  t he r equired m itigation would not  
result in any additional impacts to vegetation resources.  No residual impacts to vegetation 
resources would occur with the implementation of the avoidance, minimization, and mitigation 
measures. 
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4.18 Visual Resources 
This section discusses effects on v isual resources that would occur with implementation of the 
Proposed A ction and al ternatives. T he di scussion i ncludes cumulative ef fects, and m itigation 
measures to avoid or reduce visual effects.  Overall, the project would result in the long-term 
visual alteration of landscapes comprised of  BLM-administered lands, other publ ic lands, and 
private lands. 

 

4.18.1 Methodology for Analysis 
The factors considered in determining impacts on visual resources included:  

(1) scenic quality of the project site and vicinity; 

(2)  available v isual ac cess and v isibility, f requency and dur ation t hat t he l andscape i s 
viewed;  

(3) viewing c onditions ( distance, ang le of  obs ervation, r elative s ize or  scale, spatial 
relationships, m otion, l ight conditions, seasonable variability and us e, at mospheric 
conditions, and r ecovery t ime) and t he deg ree t o w hich pr oject c omponents w ould 
dominate the view of the observer;  

(4) resulting contrast ( form, l ine, color, and t exture) of  t he pr oposed f acilities or  activities 
with existing landscape characteristics;  

(5) the extent to which project features or ac tivities w ould bl ock v iews of  hi gher v alue 
landscape features; and  

(6) the level of public interest in t he ex isting l andscape c haracteristics and c oncern over 
potential changes.   

The Applicant used computer modeling and rendering techniques to produce simulations of the 
project s ite as  i t w ould appear  w ith pr oject i mplementation, as  s een f rom several Key 
Observation P oints ( KOPs).  BLM and t he C ounty us ed t he project s imulations and on-site 
assessment to evaluate the contrast of the project with existing landscape elements. The 
project contrast with those elements was then rated as none, weak, moderate, or strong.  

An adverse visual impact typically occurs within public view when: (1) an action perceptibly 
changes existing features of t he phy sical env ironment s o t hat t hey no l onger appear  t o be 
characteristic of  t he s ubject l ocality or  r egion; ( 2) an ac tion i ntroduces new  features to the 
physical environment that are perceptibly uncharacteristic of the region and/or locale; or (3) 
aesthetic f eatures of  t he landscape become less v isible (e.g., par tially or  t otally blocked from 
view) or are removed.  Changes that seem uncharacteristic are those that appear out of place, 
discordant, or distracting.  The degree of the visual impact depends upon how noticeable the 
adverse change may be.  The noticeability of a visual impact is a f unction of project features, 
context, and v iewing c onditions ( angle of  v iew, di stance, pr imary viewing di rections, and 
duration of view). 

Impacts on v isual r esources associated w ith t he P roposed A ction could r esult f rom v arious 
activities including: structure construction, establishment of construction staging areas and 
access roads, and project operation or presence of the built facilities. As stated in Section 3.18, 
the visual resources technical approach utilizes the BLM’s Visual Resource Management (VRM) 
System methodology (contrast analysis) for BLM administered public lands.  This methodology 
utilizes field analysis, photo-documentation, viewshed mapping, and visual simulation 
techniques.  The methodology is described in greater detail in Appendix C, and the results of  
the impact assessment are summarized and presented as a series of foldout tables in Appendix 
C.  Appendix C also presents the VRM Contrast Rating forms for each KOP. 
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4.18.2 CEQA Significance Criteria 
The significance criteria listed below were used to determine if the proposed solar facility would 
result in impacts to visual resources under CEQA.  These are the same significance criteria for 
aesthetics listed in the CEQA Environmental Checklist, Appendix G  of  t he CEQA Guidelines.  
The criteria used to assess the significance of visual impacts resulting from a pr oject take into 
consideration the factors described in Section 4.18.1 above, as well as federal, state, and local 
policies and g uidelines per taining t o v isual r esources.  Appendix G  of  t he C EQA G uidelines 
identifies four circumstances that can lead to a determination of significant visual impact.  
These have been adapted as set forth below for the analysis that follows.  

• Vis-1: Project construction or the long-term presence of project components would 
cause a substantial effect on a scenic vista.  

• Vis-2: Project construction or the long-term presence of project components would 
substantially damage s cenic r esources, i ncluding but  not  l imited t o, t rees, r ock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings within view of a State Scenic Highway.  

• Vis-3: Project construction or the long-term presence of project components would 
substantially degrade the existing visual character or  q uality of  t he s ite and i ts 
surrounding l andscape.  (Substantial deg radation r esults f rom hi gher l evels of  v isual 
contrast, pr oject dom inance, and v iew bl ockage.  Visual c ontrast relates to spatial 
characteristics, visual scale, texture, form, line, and color.) 

• Vis-4: Project construction or  t he l ong-term presence of  a pr oject would c reate a new  
source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime views in 
the area or be hazardous to motorists or pedestrians.  

 

4.18.3 Additional Criteria 
In addition to the four CEQA impact significance criteria identified above, three other indicators 
of the occurrence of an adverse impact include:  

• The presence of a pr oject or alternative would result in a l ong-term (greater than three 
years) inconsistency with es tablished ( or i nterim) B LM V RM C lass obj ectives ( applies 
only to public lands administered by the BLM).  

• Construction of  a pr oject or  t he pr esence of  pr oject c omponents w ould r esult i n an 
inconsistency w ith s tate or  l ocal r egulations, pl ans, and standards applicable to the 
protection of visual resources.  

• The presence of a project would add to a cumulative visual alteration.  

 

4.18.4 Alternative 1: Proposed Action 

4.18.4.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
The analysis of direct and indirect impacts for the action alternatives (i.e., Alternatives 1 through 
4) has been or ganized according to the f ollowing project phases: construction, operation and 
maintenance, and decommissioning.  The nature and severity of  the impacts are di scussed 
below under each subheading. 
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Construction 
Construction of the pr oposed Stateline S olar Far m f acility w ould cause temporary visual 
impacts due to the presence of  eq uipment, m aterials, and w orkforce.  These impacts w ould 
occur t hroughout t he project area.  Construction would i nvolve t he us e of  c ranes, heav y 
construction equipment, temporary storage and of fice facilities, and temporary laydown/staging 
areas.  Construction would include site clearing and grading; erection of the PV arrays, O&M 
Building, s ubstation, and t ransmission l ines; and s ite c leanup and r estoration.  Visible t raffic 
would al so i ncrease al ong I -15, Yates W ell R oad, and the B LM r ecreational ac cess r oads.  
Construction and grading activities would generate dust clouds, which can be visually 
distracting if not  c ontrolled pr operly.  Construction ac tivities w ould be v isible f rom I -15 (the 
primary t ravel c orridor i n t he r egion), the town of  N ipton, dr ivers on Nipton Road, t he P rimm 
Valley G olf Co urse, t he P rimm Resorts, BLM recreational access roads, Ivanpah Dry Lake, 
Stateline and M esquite W ilderness ar eas, Clark Mountain ACEC) and ot her por tions of  t he 
Mojave National Preserve, and the Ivanpah DWMA.  

Throughout t he c onstruction period, the industrial c haracter of  t he ac tivities w ould c onstitute 
adverse visual impacts due to removal of vegetation and earth moving activities.  However, the 
vast m ajority of  t he ar ea di sturbed by  c onstruction w ould ev entually be oc cupied by  s olar 
arrays.  T he visual impact during construction would be t emporary, lasting for the construction 
period of 2 to 4 years.  Some areas of disturbed soil surfaces (characterized by high color, line 
and texture contrasts) would still remain and would be visible from the various viewing vantage 
points.  Revegetation of areas in this desert region are difficult and generally of limited success.  
Thus, visual recovery from residual land disturbance would l ikely occur only over a v ery long 
period of time and would require successful restoration, as s tipulated in mitigation measure 
MM-VR-1. 

 

Lighting Impacts 
Once s olar m odules have been installed, certain construction ac tivities potentially would take 
place at night, especially when needed to perform electrical work while the PV modules are not 
generating electricity.  The A pplicant would i mplement t heir Li ghting Management Plan (First 
Solar 2012l), which establishes the following objectives: 

• Install and operate lights and reflectors so that they are not directly visible from beyond 
the site boundary; 

• Minimize the potential for excessive glare; 

• Avoid direct lighting that illuminates the night time sky; 

• Minimize the illumination of the project site and immediate vicinity; and 

• Comply with applicable BLM and local policies and standards. 

Even with implementation of the Lighting Management Plan, construction lighting would still be 
visible in the area, and would be an adverse impact.  Mitigation measure MM-VR-2 would be 
required to reduce impacts associated with night lighting. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
An analysis of operation and maintenance impacts of the proposed Stateline Solar Farm was 
conducted f or t he v iew ar eas r epresented by  the KOPs selected f or i n-depth v isual anal ysis 
(KOPs 3,  5,  6,  7,  8,  10,  and 12;  s ee Figure 3.18-1).  The r esults of the impact analysis ar e 
discussed below by KOP and presented in the Visual Analysis Summary T able included as 



DESERT STATELINE SOLAR FARM PROJECT 
4.18 VISUAL RESOURCES 

 

NOVEMBER 2012 4.18-4 DRAFT EIS/EIR 
 

Appendix C.  For each of t he s elected KOPs, a c ontrast r ating anal ysis w as conducted to 
determine the level of change that would be caused by project implementation and the facility’s 
consistency w ith t he appl icable V RM c lass m anagement obj ectives.  Contrast R ating D ata 
Sheets are also provided in Appendix C. 

In addi tion t o contrast r ating, t he af fect of  t he pr oject on the factor ratings for scenic quality, 
sensitivity level, and distance zone, as established in BLM’s visual resource inventory (VRI) of 
the area (BLM 2010), is evaluated.  In that inventory, the area was assigned an ov erall Visual 
VRI Class III, based on the following factors: 

• The Scenic Quality Rating Unit (SQRU) for Primm Valley (SQRU 009) was assigned a 
Scenic Quality Classification of Class C; 

• The Sensitivity Level Rating Unit (SLRU) for Primm Valley (SLRU 09), the Mojave 
National Preserve Park Boundary (SLRU 48), and Clark Mountain Climbing Area (SLRU 
50) each received a Sensitivity Level Rating of H; and 

• The Foreground-Middleground distance zone was used for the entire Field Office area. 

The f actor r atings f or scenic q uality were pr ovided in Table 3.18-1, and t he f actor ratings for 
sensitivity level were provided in Table 3.18.2. 

In general, the project would not affect the sensitivity level rating for any of the KOPs.  T his is 
because t he project w ould not af fect any of the factors (type of use, amount of use, public 
interest, adjacent land uses, special area sensitivity, or other factors) that are used in assessing 
sensitivity level.  Similarly, the project would not affect the distance zone, which was established 
as For eground-Middleground t hroughout t he N eedles Fi eld O ffice a rea ( BLM 2010) .  T he 
project would also not affect the factors of landform, water, adjacent scenery, or scarcity, which 
are some of the factors that are used to establish scenic quality. 

The project could affect, including vegetation, color, and c ultural modification, which are other 
factors used to evaluate scenic quality.  The analysis includes an evaluation of the effect of the 
project and al ternatives on t hese f our f actors. The ev aluation of  t he ef fect of  t he pr oject on 
vegetation, c olor, and c ultural m odification i s t he s ame f or al l K OPs, so is summarized as 
follows, for all KOPs: 

• Vegetation.  In BLM’s VRI, the Primm Valley SQRU received a v egetation factor rating 
of 2, out of a scale ranging from 1 (least variety) to 5 (most variety).  By removing 
vegetation from a large portion of the viewshed, the Proposed Action would not increase 
this rating, and could potentially reduce the rating to 1. 

• Color.  In BLM’s VRI, the Primm Valley SQRU received a color factor rating of 3, out of a 
scale r anging f rom 1 ( subtle v ariation and m uted t ones) t o 5 ( rich c ombinations or  
variety, pleasing contrast i n the soil, rock, or vegetation fields).  While the Proposed 
Action w ould i ncrease c olor v ariation, t hat v ariation w ould pr esent an industrial, m an-
made color against the natural soil, rock, and vegetation fields that would likely not be 
considered a pleasing contrast.  T herefore, the color factor could be r educed from 3 t o 
2. 

• Cultural M odification.  I n B LM’s VRI, t he P rimm V alley S QRU r eceived a c ultural 
modification f actor r ating of  -1, out  of  a s cale r anging f rom -4 ( modifications ar e 
discordant and promote disharmony) to 2 (modifications add favorably to visual variety 
while pr omoting v isual har mony).  T he S QRU r eceived a r ating of  -1 due t o t he 
presence of the Primm Valley casinos and g olf course.  I t is l ikely that the presence of 
the Proposed Action would further reduce this r ating, as  i t w ould i ntroduce addi tional 
visual elements that would be considered discordant with the s urrounding rock, 
vegetation, and soil fields. 
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It should be noted t hat t hese c hanges w ould not  r esult i n any  c hange t o t he S cenic Q uality 
Classification of the SQRU, or to the overall VRI Class.  T his because the SQRU had al ready 
received a Scenic Quality Classification of “C”, which is the lowest possible class.  Although the 
evaluation of the vegetation, color, and cultural modification factors above w ould result in a 
lower Total Score for Scenic Quality, it would not result in a lower class.  Because the Scenic 
Quality C lassification w ould not  change, t he ov erall VRI Class ( of w hich t he S cenic Quality 
Classification is a factor) would also not change. 

The vast majority of  the area disturbed by construction would eventually be occupied by solar 
arrays, so i t i s unl ikely t hat areas of disturbed soil surfaces ( characterized by  high color, l ine 
and texture contrasts) would still remain and be v isible from the various viewing vantage points 
after construction i s c ompleted.  Impacts as sociated w ith t he v isual appear ance of  pr oject 
infrastructure w ould be reduced through implementation of mitigation measure MM-VR-3 
(treatment of  t he s urfaces of  pr oject s tructures) and m itigation m easures M M-VR-4 ( project 
design). 

 

View from KOPs along Interstate 15 
Of the KOPs selected for analysis, three (KOPs 3, 5, and 9) represent viewers that would be 
traveling along I-15.  The subsections below describe the visual appearance of the facility from 
each of those locations.  The following par agraphs des cribe how  t he ang le of  v iew w ould 
change for a viewer traveling along the highway, and duration of views that would be expected. 

Viewers traveling southbound on I-15 would not be able to see the facility until they crossed the 
California-Nevada state line at Primm, at which point they would be within 2 miles of the facility.  
From KOP-3 near the state line, these viewers would view the facility almost directly in front of 
them, and s lightly t o t he r ight, as  t hey l eave P rimm and travel across Ivanpah Dry Lake. 
However, within less than 4 minutes (4 miles south at approximately 70 mph), the facility would 
be behind the viewers, and t he view would be bl ocked by the golf course.  Once past the golf 
course at  K OP-5, t he f acility w ould c ontinue t o be v isible, but  would be di rectly behind the 
viewers.  The facility would remain behind the viewers for another 6 minutes (6 additional miles 
south at 70 mph), and would then disappear as the viewers passed KOP-9 and entered 
Wheaton W ash. Overall, the facility would be visible t o t hese v iewers f or appr oximately 10 
minutes, of which the facility would be at  a c onvenient viewing angle ( in f ront or slightly to the 
side) f or onl y 2 or  3 m inutes. For  t he r emainder of  t he t ime, t he f acility would be behind the 
viewers and receding, and would therefore not interfere with their view of the Clark Mountains. 

Viewers traveling northbound on I -15 would not be able to see the facility until they passed the 
Nipton Road ex it (KOP-9) when they ex ited W heaton W ash.  U pon passing the Nipton Road 
exit, the facility would be visible almost directly in front of the viewers, and slightly to the left, as 
a distance of approximately 10 m iles.  T he f acility w ould r emain at  t his ang le of  v iew f or 
approximately 8 minutes, and would grow in size as the viewers came closer.  The facility would 
be blocked briefly by the golf course near KOP-5, but would again be visible on the viewers’ left 
for another few minutes as the vehicle crossed Ivanpah Dry Lake.  For the last 2 minutes, the 
facility would be behind the viewers, until the vehicle crossed the state line at Primm.  Overall, 
the facility would be v isible to these viewers for approximately 10 minutes, of which the facility 
would be at  a convenient viewing angle (in front or slightly to the side) for only approximately 8 
minutes.  For the duration of that time, the facility would be very prominent in the viewscape, 
and very noticeable to the viewers. 
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KOP-3 – Interstate 15 south of Primm 

Figure 4.18-1A presents the existing view from KOP-3 on northbound I-15 about 2 m iles south 
of P rimm.  The view is to the west and southwest towards the Clark Mountain Range with 
Interstate, and shows I-15 in the foreground, and I vanpah Dry Lake and the alluvial fan in the 
middle ground.  Figure 4.18-1B pr esents a visual simulation t hat depicts the addition of the 
proposed solar arrays in Alternative 1.  As shown in the simulation, the reflected sunlight (PV 
panels absorb most sunlight) from the panels as they face the KOP would appear as a l ighter, 
silver-gray color that would have a moderate contrast with adjacent darker soils and vegetation 
for a maximum of ½ hour in the morning during summer months.  The panels would appear as 
a dark horizontal band located at slightly more than one mile from the KOP that is somewhat 
indistinct from the surrounding landscape. 

The PV panels appear to be approximately the same elevation as the surrounding landscape as 
seen from KOP 3.  This is because of a relatively low profile (5 feet above ground surface), and 
because the supporting infrastructure is hidden from view by the terrain or 6-foot f encing 
treated or painted to reduce visual impacts.  Supporting infrastructure such as roads and the 
Gen-Tie line are visible, but small in scale relative to existing landscape features.   

The dark color of the PV modules recedes into the landscape, and t he rectangular f orm and 
horizontal line of the arrays repeat the horizontal planes and lines of the valley landscape.  The 
contrasts of the panel arrays would be low because of  t he l arge scale of  t he ar ray, which i s 
about 1.4 miles west of the KOP, would be subordinate to the overall scale of the landscape.  
Alternative 1 would meet the VRM Class III objective to partially retain the existing character of 
the landscape. 

 

KOP-5 – Interstate 15 south of Primm Valley Golf Club 

Figure 4.18-2A presents the existing view from KOP-5 at t he Yates W ell Road exit on I-15 
about 0.5 miles south of the Primm Valley Golf Club.  The view is to the northwest towards the 
Stateline Wilderness Area in the Mesquite Range.  Figure 4.18-2B presents a visual simulation 
that depicts the addition of the proposed solar arrays in Alternative 1.  The solar array would be 
located about  2.3 miles northwest of KOP 5, and would be mostly hidden by the trees of the 
golf course.  T he solar array would be very difficult to discern from the surrounding landscape 
because form, line and color contrasts would be diffused by the distance.  The rectangular form 
and horizontal lines of the arrays repeat the horizontal planes and lines of the valley landscape.  
The overall level of change would be low as seen from the KOP primarily because of the muted 
dark tones and low profile of the panels, and the scale of the facilities would be subordinate to 
the l andscape.  Alternative 1 would meet the VRM Class III objective to partially retain the 
existing character of the landscape. 

 

KOP-6 – Northwest Corner of Primm Valley Golf Club 

Figure 4.18-3A presents the existing view from KOP-6 from a high point within the golf course.  
Views towards the proposed project from much of the golf course would be screened by a berm 
along the course perimeter.  The view is to the northwest and north, and includes the golf 
course g reens and l andscaping, and w inding pav ed path, sparse golf course structures.  
Beyond the golf course, the lattice towers of a transmission line extend from the foreground to 
the background; the town of Primm is visible in the background to the north.  The rugged Clark 
Mountain R ange pr ovides a bac kdrop t o K OP v iews.  The I vanpah SEGS is c urrently under  
construction to the west and southwest of the KOP; the visual simulations depict the completed 
Ivanpah pr oject.  Figure 4. 18-3B presents a v isual s imulation t hat depi cts t he addi tion of  t he 
proposed solar arrays in Alternative 1.  The reflected sunlight (PV panels absorb most sunlight) 
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from t he panel s as  t hey f ace the K OP would appear  as  a l ight, s ilvery-gray c olor t hat would 
have a m oderate to strong contrast with adjacent darker soils and vegetation for an es timated 
½ hour dur ing morning hours.  T he panels would appear as a dark horizontal band located at 
slightly m ore t han 0. 8 m ile nor th of  t he KOP, and  would hav e l ow c olor c ontrasts w ith t he 
surrounding l andscape.  The l ow color contrasts r educe and m ute t he s traight edg e l ine and 
large-scale, geometric form contrasts. 

The PV panels appear to be approximately the same elevation as the surrounding landscape as 
seen from KOP-6.  This is because of a relatively low profile (5 feet above ground surface), and 
because the supporting infrastructure is hidden from view by the terrain or 6-foot f encing 
treated or  painted to reduce v isual impacts.  Supporting infrastructure such as roads and the 
Gen-Tie line either are not visible, or appear to very similar adjacent existing structures.   

The dark color of the PV modules recedes into the landscape, and the form and hor izontal line 
of the arrays repeat t he hor izontal pl anes and l ines of  t he v alley l andscape; how ever, t he 
contrasts of the panel arrays would be moderate because of the large scale of the array, which 
is about  0.8 m iles f rom the KOP and ex tends ac ross a br oad horizontal extent of the field of 
view.  A lternative 1 w ould m eet t he V RM C lass I II obj ective t o p artially r etain t he ex isting 
character of the landscape.  

 

KOP-7 – Southwest Corner of Primm Valley Golf Club 

Figure 4.18-4A presents the existing view from KOP-7 from the southwest corner of Primm Golf 
Course.  T he view is to the west, and i ncludes the golf course ditch at the course perimeter, a 
fence, and the gently rising alluvial fan t o t he w est of  t he c ourse.  The I vanpah SEGS is 
currently under construction to the northwest, west and southwest of the KOP; the visual 
simulations depict the completed Ivanpah project.  Figure 4.18-4B presents a visual simulation 
that depicts t he addi tion of  t he proposed solar arrays in Alternative 1.  The solar array is not 
visible in southwest views f rom the KOP, as shown in the simulation for Alternative 1, KOP-7; 
however, in views to the north to northwest, the solar array would appear as a hor izontal band 
extending across a 1.5 mile distance located at slightly more than 1.5 mile north of the KOP.  
The facility would be v isible, but the dark color of the PV modules recedes into the landscape, 
and the rectangular form and horizontal line of the arrays repeat the horizontal planes and lines 
of the valley landscape.  The contrasts of the panel arrays would also be low because of the 
large s cale of  t he nor th ar ray w ould be s ubordinate to the overall scale of the landscape.  
Alternative 1 would meet the VRM Class III objective to partially retain the existing character of 
the landscape. 

 

KOP-9 – Nipton Road Overpass 

Figure 4. 18-5A presents the ex isting v iew f rom KOP-9.  KOP-9 provides a v iew to the nor th-
northwest from the Nipton Road overpass at I-15 nearly 10 m iles south of Primm, Nevada (the 
KOP i s i n C alifornia).  T he hi ghway an d Nipton Road on the overpass ar e i n t he i mmediate 
foreground.  The C lark M ountain R ange pr ovides a r ugged bac kdrop t o t he f oreground t o 
background views of the flat Ivanpah Valley.  The Ivanpah SEGS is currently under construction 
to t he w est and s outhwest of  t he K OP; t he v isual s imulations depi ct t he completed Ivanpah 
project.  Figure 4.18-5B presents a visual simulation that depicts the addition of  the proposed 
solar arrays in Alternative 1.  The KOP is about 6.7 miles south of the solar array.  The panels 
would not face KOP-9.  The panels would appear as a distant, dark and muted horizontal band 
that is somewhat indistinct from the surrounding landscape. 

The f orm, l ine and c olor c ontrasts of  t he panel  arrays would be low; primarily because the 
distance of more than 6 m iles diffuses contrasts into the surrounding landscape, and the scale 
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of the facility is small relative to surrounding landforms.  The overall level of  change would be 
low as  seen f rom the KOP.  Alternative 1 would meet the VRM Class III objective to partially 
retain the existing character of the landscape. 

 

KOP-10 – Clark Mountain Range near Benson Mine 

Figure 4. 18-6A pr esents the existing view from KOP-10 from the Mojave National Preserve 
near Clark Mountain.  KOP-10 provides a view to the east and northeast from Colosseum Road 
in the Mojave National Preserve.  The KOP overlooks part of  Ivanpah Valley and I vanpah Dry 
Lake.  Hills at the base of the Clark Mountain Range frame the view of the valley.  The Lucy 
Gray Mountains are in background views.  The Ivanpah SEGS is currently under construction to 
the west and southwest of the KOP; the visual simulations depict the completed Ivanpah 
project.  Figure 4.18-6B presents a visual simulation that depicts the addition of  the proposed 
solar arrays in Alternative 1.  The KOP is about 5 miles west-southwest of the solar array.  The 
reflected s unlight ( PV panel s abs orb m ost s unlight) f rom t he panel s as  they face the KOP 
would appear  as  a s ilvery-gray color with a moderate to s trong contrast with adjacent darker 
soils and vegetation for a very br ief i nterval of  t ime i n t he l ate af ternoon.  The panels would 
appear as a dark horizontal band that is somewhat indistinct from the surrounding landscape.  

The f orm, l ine and c olor c ontrasts of  t he panel  arrays would be low; primarily because the 
distance of  5 m iles di ffuses c ontrasts i nto t he s urrounding l andscape, and t he s cale of  the 
facility i s small relative to surrounding landforms.  The overall level of  change f or al l facilities 
would be l ow as seen from the KOP.  A lternative 1 w ould meet the VRM Class III objective to 
partially retain the existing character of the landscape. 

 

KOP-12 – Stateline Wilderness Area 

Figure 4.18-7A presents the existing view from KOP-12 from the Stateline Wilderness Area 
north of  the pr oject s ite.  KOP-12 is on a t ransmission l ine ac cess r oad 2. 8 m iles w est of  
Primm.  The view is to the south, and includes a broad expanse of the Ivanpah Valley with a 
mountainous bac kdrop t o t he s outheast, south, and southwest.  The r ugged C lark M ountain 
Range provides a bac kdrop to KOP views.  The Ivanpah SEGS is currently under construction 
to t he w est and s outhwest of  t he K OP; t he v isual s imulations depi ct t he completed Ivanpah 
project.  Figure 4.18-7B presents a visual simulation that depicts the addition of  the proposed 
solar arrays in Alternative 1.  The solar array would be within 0.40 miles of KOP-12.  The panels 
would not  f ace K OP-12.  The panel s would appear  as  a hor izontal band ex tending ac ross a 
wide field of view within in close proximity to the KOP.  The supporting infrastructure and the 
shielded night-lighting would be visible due to the close proximity of the array.  The overall level 
of change would be moderate, because the large scale of  the array to the viewpoint would be 
lessened by  the muted dark colors, which recede into the landscape; the low profile of the 
arrays appear to be almost flush with the ground surface; and because the dominant horizontal 
lines and f orm of  t he f acility repeats the hor izontal l ines of  t he valley as seen from the KOP.  
The facility would be noticeable, but would not dominate the view.  Alternative 1 would meet the 
VRM Class III objective to partially retain the existing character of the landscape.  The impacts 
to viewers at t he KOP are l arger under A lternative 1 than under Alternative 2, because the 
facility is closer to the viewer, and would appear larger in scale. 

 

Glint and Glare Impacts 
An issue of public concern regarding the installation of solar arrays, including PV modules, is 
adverse visual impacts and the potential for air traffic hazards from glint and glare effects.  Glint 
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(specular reflection) is produced from the reflection of the sun on a reflective surface.  Glint is a 
potential source of viewer distraction from the strong contrasts and i ntense reflected light from 
reflective surfaces.  Glare is a reflection of the bright sky that is less intense than glint, and is a 
continuous source of brightness during daylight hours. 

PV panels are designed to absorb solar energy to produce electricity.  The PV panels used for 
the Stateline project are black and absorb over 90 percent of received solar energy (First Solar 
2011).  The glass used in PV panels has a much lower reflectance level than standard glass 
and other common reflective surfaces (SunPower 2009).  There is very l ittle potential for glint 
and glare from the proposed PV modules because of  the dark color and low reflectivity of the 
PV panels. 

A glint and g lare analysis prepared for a s imilar PV project, located at a slightly more northerly 
latitude t han t he S tateline pr oject, us ed 3 -D m odeling t o c alculate t he pot ential f or glint and 
glare effects to KOPs (Power Engineers 2010).  The study assumed a w orst case scenario of  
high PV panel reflectivity, which would not occur under the proposed Stateline project because 
the project would use PV panels with a very low reflectivity.  The PV arrays in the 3-D model 
were oriented to follow the sun throughout the day.  The glint and glare analysis concluded that 
due to the low angle of the sun in the sky during winter months, glint and glare would only occur 
during the summer m onths f or K OPs l ooking eas t and nor theast t o t he solar ar ray during 
morning hours, and KOPs looking west and northwest to the solar array during evening hours.  
KOPs nor th of  t he solar a rray looking i n a s outhern di rection ex perienced no g lint or  g lare 
during any season.  Glint effects lasted approximately ½ hour for all KOPs.   

The or ientation of  t he pr oposed pr oject P V panel s w ith r espect to the viewing locations is 
similar t o t he s olar ar ray as sessed i n t he P ower E ngineers g lint and g lare anal ysis.  Glint 
effects, if any, would affect proposed project KOPs 3, 5, 6, and 7 for an estimated ½ hour in the 
morning during summer months; and KOP 10 for an estimated ½ hour in the evening during the 
summer months.  There would be no potential glint effect to KOP 12 or KOP 9, because the 
panels w ould not  f ace t owards t hese l ocations.  Glint and g lare ef fects f rom t he pr oposed 
project would be non -existent to very minor.  There would be no not iceable effect to the visual 
quality of the landscape, and no hazard to viewers from glint and glare effects.  

The closest public airport that serves the valley is in Las Vegas, nearly 24 miles northeast of the 
project.  The planned Southern Nevada Supplemental Airport (analysis of the airport is currently 
suspended) may be constructed north of  P rimm, appr oximately 3 m iles northeast of  t he 
proposed project (FAA 2012).  The SunPower Solar Module Glare and Reflectance Technical 
Note T 09014 ( SunPower 2009)  not es that existing PV s olar ar ray pr ojects i nstalled near  
airports or on air force bases have passed Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) or Air Force 
standards, and been determined as “no hazard to air navigation”.  The possible glint and g lare 
from PV panels are at safe levels, and usually considerably lower than other common reflective 
surfaces.  T here would be no haz ard t o ex isting or  planned ai rport oper ations f rom glint and 
glare effects of the proposed facility. 

 

Lighting Impacts 
Like c onstruction, oper ation and m aintenance of  t he pr oposed f acility would be performed in 
accordance with the Applicant’s Lighting Management Plan (First Solar 2012l).  Under this plan, 
no lighting would be placed on the facility perimeter fence surrounding the 2,143 acre facility.  
Lighting would only be placed at the O&M Building, substation, entrance gate, and security 
guard booth, all of which are located in a limited area near the facility entrance.  The lighting 
would be shielded and di rected dow nward, and w ould be c ontrolled by  m anual s witch or  by  
motion sensor adjusted to human height. 
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Although impacts would be reduced through implementation of  this plan, facility l ighting would 
still be visible at night from all KOPs.  Mitigation measure MM-VR-2 would be required to reduce 
impacts associated with night lighting. 

 
Decommissioning 
After the end of the project’s useful life, dec ommissioning would involve removal of  all bui lt 
project structures and s ite restoration in accordance with the approved Decommissioning Plan 
(First Solar 2012d) .  The decommissioning of the project would be similar to the construction 
activities des cribed ear lier, and w ould i nclude dem olition and r emoval of  abov e-ground and 
subsurface f acilities and s ite c ontouring and r estoration.  H owever, t he dur ation of  
decommissioning would be shorter than the duration of construction.  Complete removal of the 
facility would leave an adverse visual impact over the entire site due to the strong color contrast 
created between g raded, disturbed soil areas and undi sturbed soil areas in the vicinity of the 
project s ite.  Revegetation in this desert region is difficult and generally of limited success.  
Thus, visual recovery from land disturbance of closure and decommissioning would likely occur 
only over a very long period of time.  To ensure site revegetation and restoration as rapidly as 
possible, mitigation measure MM-VR-1 is recommended to achieve site restoration to the extent 
feasible. 
 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
Modification of the boundary of the existing Ivanpah DWMA would not have an adverse impact 
on visual resources in the area.  The establishment of the Ivanpah DWMA in the NEMO plan 
amendments (BLM 2002) specified that additional cumulative surface disturbance within the 
DWMA is limited to 1 percent of the total area of t he DWMA.  This restriction would place 
substantial l imits on f uture development t hat could t ake place on t he additional 23,254 acres 
that would be added to the DWMA under the Proposed Action, thus making it unlikely that 
development pr ojects t hat would c reate adverse v isual i mpacts would be implemented in the 
future.  As a result, the current visual character of the area would remain in its current condition.  
Therefore, the modification of  t he D WMA boundar y w ould c onstitute a benef icial i mpact t o 
visual resources. 

 

4.18.4.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
This analysis considered the potential impacts of t he pr oposed pr oject i n r elation t o t he f our 
significance criteria for visual resource impacts listed in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, 
under Aesthetics, and the three additional criteria presented in Section 4.18.2 above. 
 

Vis-1 

Construction  
Although no designated scenic vistas exist in the study area, viewpoints in the Clark Mountains 
within t he M ojave N ational P reserve and the Stateline W ilderness A rea may be c onsidered 
scenic vistas due both to their very high scenic quality and hi gh levels of recreational use.  As 
shown in Figure 4.18-6B for KOP-10 in the Clark Mountains, and Figure 4.18-7B for KOP-12 in 
the S tateline W ilderness A rea, t he proposed Stateline f acility would be v isible f rom el evated 
vantage points in the area.  However, although vegetation removal on an area of  2,143 acres 
would occur during construction, the construction area would not be prominently visible in the 
views from either KOP-10 or KOP-12.  Construction would not involve any structures that are 
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elevated more than approximately 12 feet above the ground surface.  From KOP-10, t he 
construction site would be located appr oximately 5 m iles aw ay.  A lthough t he s ite w ould b e 
located much closer to KOP-12 (within less than 1 m ile), the site view from that location would 
be dom inated by  t ransmission t owers i n t he f oreground, and t he l ow-lying c onstruction s ite 
would not be prominently visible. 

View corridors to Clark Mountain from I-15 could also be considered to be a scenic vista in light 
of the County scenic designation of I-15 within Ivanpah Valley.  Although the construction area 
of proposed facility would be visible f rom I-15 (see Figures 4.18-1B and 4. 18-2B), it would not 
substantially obstruct these scenic views because of the low height of any construction 
equipment. 

Overall, the impact of construction on scenic vistas would be less than significant.  I n addition, 
the i mpact as sociated w ith construction w ould be temporary.  A ll di sturbed ar eas w ould 
eventually either be covered by  P V ar rays, or  w ould be r estored as  r equired by  m itigation 
measure MM-VR-1. 

 

Operation and Maintenance  
As with construction, the completed, operational facility would be visible from elevated vantage 
points in the area (KOP-10 and KOP-12), and from I-15 (KOP-3 and KOP-5).  However, similar 
to construction, t he v iew of  t he oper ational f acility from t he K OPs t hat pr ovide s cenic v istas 
would not be prominent for several reasons.  The completed solar arrays would not have any 
structures greater than approximately 12 feet in height, and the configuration of the solar arrays 
in low lying; horizontal rows would appear as a dark horizontal band that is somewhat indistinct 
from the surrounding landscape.  Also, the views of the facility would be m uch less prominent 
than those of the adjacent Ivanpah SEGS facility, Primm Valley Golf Course, and t ransmission 
towers, each of  which includes elements that have a g reater height above the ground surface 
than would the Stateline facility. 

Overall, the impact of the proposed facility on scenic vistas would be less than significant.  In 
addition, the visibility of the facility would also be reduced through the treatment of the surfaces 
of s tructures ( required in mitigation m easure M M-VR-3) and des ign el ements i ntended t o 
reduce the visual contrast to the landscape (required in mitigation measures MM-VR-4). 

 

Decommissioning  
The visual impacts of the proposed facility on scenic vistas during decommissioning would be 
similar to those described for construction.  Visibility of project structures would be reduced as 
decommissioning proceeded as transmission lines and solar arrays are removed from the site.  
The removal of the existing facility would leave an adverse visual appearance over the entire 
site due to the strong color contrast created between graded, disturbed soil areas and 
undisturbed soil areas in the vicinity of the project site.  However, this appearance would not be 
prominently visible from KOP-3, KOP-5, KOP-10, or KOP-12 because it would i nclude no 
structures elevated abov e t he s urrounding v egetation, i t w ould appear  i n onl y i n m iddle and 
distant ground v iews, and i t would be par tially shielded by  ot her m anmade f acilities ( Ivanpah 
SEGS, t he Pr imm Va lley G olf Course, and transmission lines).  Therefore, the impact of 
decommissioning of  t he pr oposed f acility on s cenic v istas w ould be less than significant.  
Revegetation of areas in this desert region are difficult and generally of limited success.  Thus, 
visual recovery from land disturbance of  closure and decommissioning would likely occur only 
over a v ery l ong per iod of  t ime.  To ens ure s ite r evegetation and r estoration as  r apidly as 
possible, mitigation measure MM-VR-1 is recommended to achieve site restoration to the extent 
feasible. 
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Vis-2 
The proposed f acility site i s l ocated adj acent t o I -15, which i s not  a des ignated S tate Scenic 
Highway.  In addition, there are no not able scenic features or historic structures located within 
the site.  Therefore, the project would not substantially damage scenic resources such as trees, 
rock outcroppings, or historic buildings along a State Scenic Highway and the resulting visual 
impact would be less than significant under this criterion. 

 

Vis-3 

Construction  
Although vegetation removal on an ar ea of  2, 143 acres would occur dur ing construction, t he 
construction ar ea w ould not  be pr ominently v isible i n t he v iews f rom any of  t he K OPs.  The 
closest KOP would be located more than 1 mile from the proposed facility, and because 
construction would not involve any structures that are elevated more than approximately 12 feet 
above the g round s urface, t he c leared ar ea w ould not  be pr ominently v isible or bl ock v iews 
from any KOP.  Also, the views of the cleared area would be much less prominent than those 
associated with the adjacent Ivanpah SEGS facility, Primm Valley Golf Course, and 
transmission towers, each of  which includes elements that have a greater hei ght above the 
ground surface than would the Stateline facility. 

Overall, t he impact of  t he proposed f acility on t he ex isting v isual character of  t he site and its 
surrounding landscape, as viewed from any of  t he K OPs, would be l ess t han s ignificant.  I n 
addition, the impact associated with c onstruction w ould be t emporary.  A ll di sturbed ar eas 
would eventually either be covered by PV arrays, or would be restored as required by mitigation 
measure MM-VR-1. 

 

Operation and Maintenance  
As discussed in Section 4.18.3.1 of this analysis, the proposed Stateline facility would introduce 
structures with industrial character into the foreground to background views from I-15 (KOP-3, 
KOP-5, and KOP-9), the Primm Valley Golf Course (KOP-6 and KOP-7), the Mojave National 
Preserve ( KOP-10), and t he S tateline W ilderness A rea ( KOP-12).  For t he KOPs f rom which 
the facility would be visible in the middle ground or background (KOPs-3, 5, 9, 10, and 12), the 
dark color of the PV modules would recede into the landscape, and the rectangular form and 
horizontal line of the arrays would repeat the horizontal planes and lines of the valley 
landscape.  Although KOP-6 and KOP-7 are located much closer to the proposed facility, the 
facility would still not be prominent in views from these locations.  T he completed solar arrays 
would not have any structures greater than approximately 12 f eet in height, so would not block 
views from any KOPs.  The configuration of the solar arrays in low lying, horizontal rows would 
appear as a dark horizontal band that is somewhat indistinct f rom the surrounding landscape, 
so t hey w ould not  c reate substantial l evels of  v isual c ontrast.  Also, t he v iews of  t he f acility 
would be m uch less prominent than those associated with the adjacent Ivanpah SEGS facility, 
Primm Valley Golf Course, and transmission towers, each of which includes elements that have 
a greater height above the ground surface than would the Stateline facility. 

Overall, t he impact of  t he proposed f acility on the ex isting v isual character of  t he site and its 
surrounding l andscape, as  v iewed f rom any  of the KOPs, would be l ess t han s ignificant.  I n 
addition, the visibility of the facility would also be reduced through the treatment of the surfaces 
of s tructures ( required i n m itigation m easure M M-VR-3) and des ign el ements i ntended t o 
reduce the visual contrast to the landscape (required in mitigation measures MM-VR-4). 
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Decommissioning 

The visual impacts of the proposed facility during decommissioning would be similar to those 
described for c onstruction.  V isibility of  pr oject s tructures w ould be r educed as  
decommissioning proceeded as transmission lines and solar arrays are removed from the site.  
The removal of the existing facility would leave an adverse visual appearance over the entire 
site due to the strong color contrast created between graded, disturbed soil areas and 
undisturbed soil areas in the vicinity of the project site.;  However, this appearance would not be 
prominently visible from any KOPs because it would include no structures elevated above the 
surrounding vegetation, it would appear in only in middle and distant ground views, and it would 
be partially shielded by  ot her m anmade f acilities ( Ivanpah S EGS, t he P rimm V alley G olf 
Course, and t ransmission l ines).  Therefore, t he impact of  decommissioning of  t he pr oposed 
facility on the existing visual character of the site and its surrounding landscape, as viewed from 
any of the KOPs, would be less than significant.  Revegetation of areas in this desert region are 
difficult and generally of limited success.  Thus, visual recovery from land disturbance of 
closure and d ecommissioning w ould l ikely oc cur onl y ov er a v ery l ong per iod of  t ime.  To 
ensure site revegetation and restoration as rapidly as possible, mitigation measure MM-VR-1 is 
recommended to achieve site restoration to the extent feasible. 

 

Vis-4 
The proposed f acility would not  c reate a new  source of  substantial l ight t hat would adversely 
affect nighttime views in the area.  Lighting would be used on occasion during construction, and 
lighting would be installed on the operational facility in accordance with the Applicant’s Lighting 
Management Plan (First Solar 2012l).  Although lighting would be visible from all KOPs at night, 
it would be located in a limited ar ea near  t he f acility ent rance, and w ould be onl y one of  
numerous sources of  l ighting i n t he ar ea.  T herefore, impacts would be l ess than s ignificant.  
Mitigation measure MM-VR-2 would further assist in maintaining night lighting impacts to less 
than significant levels. 

 

4.18.4.3 Additional Criteria Determinations 
Would the presence of the project or alternative result in a long-term (greater than three 
years) inconsistency with established (or interim) BLM VRM class objectives?  
No.  As di scussed i n Section 4. 18.3.1 of  t his anal ysis, t he proposed facility would be v isible, 
and w ould introduce structures w ith i ndustrial c haracter i nto t he f oreground t o bac kground 
views from I-15 (KOP-3, KOP-5, and KOP-9), the Primm Valley Golf Course (KOP-6 and KOP-
7), the Mojave National Preserve (KOP-10), and the Stateline W ilderness A rea ( KOP-12).  
However, the completed solar arrays would not have any structures greater than approximately 
12 feet in hei ght, s o w ould not  bl ock v iews f rom any  K OPs.  T he c onfiguration of  t he s olar 
arrays in low lying, horizontal rows would appear as a dark horizontal band that is somewhat 
indistinct f rom the surrounding landscape, so they would not create substantial levels of visual 
contrast.  Also, the views of the facility would be much less prominent than those associated 
with the adjacent Ivanpah SEGS facility, Primm Valley Golf Course, and transmission towers, 
each of which includes elements that have a g reater hei ght above the ground surface t han 
would the Stateline facility.  Therefore, Alternative 1 would meet the VRM Class III objective to 
partially retain the existing character of the landscape. 
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Would the construction or presence of the project and any of its components result in an 
inconsistency with local regulations, plans, and standards applicable to the protection of 
visual resources?  
Yes.  As discussed in Section 3.18.2, the proposed facility would not be consistent with Goal 
OS-5 of the Open Space Element of the San Bernardino County General Plan.  The proposed 
project would be visible from I-15, which is designated as a scenic route by the County.  The 
project would not be perceived as maintaining or enhancing the visual character of the area as 
seen from I-15.  However, the San Bernardino County General Plan is not applicable to projects 
located entirely on public lands. 

 

Would the presence of the proposed facility add to a cumulative visual alteration?  
Yes.  As discussed in Section 4.18.10, the proposed facility would contribute to cumulative 
impacts on visual resources, both in the immediate project area (Ivanpah Valley) and along the 
I-15 corridor.  The resulting visual impact would be significant. 

 

4.18.5 Alternative 2: 2,385 Ac Alternative 

4.18.5.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
The di rect and i ndirect i mpacts of  A lternative 2 w ould be g reater t han t hose described f or 
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).  The Solar Farm site, gen-tie c orridor, and access corridor 
under Alternative 2 would require approximately 2,385 acres of land managed by the BLM, 
which is 242 acres (or about 12 per cent) more than the Proposed Action.  Alternative 2 would 
also include implementation of a portion of the solar farm in a separate area to the south of the 
Primm Valley Golf Course.  The southern parcel of solar arrays under Alternative 2 would be 
much closer to several of the KOPs than Alternative 1, resulting in greater visibility to the viewer 
from those locations.  The differences in distance from these KOPs is as follows: 

• KOP-5.  Under Alternative 1, the closest solar arrays would be located 2.2 miles from 
viewers on I -15 at  this KOP location.  U nder Alternative 2, the closest arrays would be 
located approximately 0.5 miles from viewers on I-15. 

• KOP-7.  Under Alternative 1, the closest solar array would be located approximately 0.5 
miles from this KOP.  Under Alternative 2, the array located 0.5 miles away would still be 
in t hat l ocation.  H owever, as  addi tional ar ray w ould be located a f ew hundr ed f eet 
away, directly across the road from the golf course. 

• KOP-10.  Fr om K OP-10, t he s olar ar ray i n A lternative 1 w ould be located in the 
background v iews.  U nder A lternative 2,  t he ar rays w ould s till be in the background 
views, but there would be two separate arrays visible instead of one. 

 

Construction 
The types of construction impacts resulting from Alternative 2 would be essentially the same as 
for Alternative 1.  These would include the contrast created by the removal of vegetation, the 
appearance of construction equipment, and t he presence of lighting.  As discussed above, the 
construction would occur in a location that would be more visible, and therefore create more of 
an adverse impact, f rom t hree of  t he K OP l ocations.  The visual impact dur ing construction 
would be temporary, lasting for the construction period of 2 to 4 years. 
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Operation and Maintenance 
An analysis of operation and maintenance impacts of the proposed Stateline Solar Farm was 
conducted f or t he v iew ar eas r epresented by the K OPs s elected f or i n-depth v isual anal ysis 
(KOPs 3,  5,  6,  7,  8,  10,  and 12;  s ee Fi gure 3. 18-1).  The r esults of  t he impact analysis ar e 
discussed below by KOP and presented in the Visual Analysis Summary T able included as 
Appendix C.  For  e ach of t he s elected KOPs, a c ontrast r ating anal ysis w as conducted to 
determine the level of change that would be caused by project implementation and the facility’s 
consistency w ith t he appl icable V RM c lass m anagement obj ectives.  C ontrast R ating D ata 
Sheets ar e al so pr ovided i n A ppendix C.  T he v ast m ajority of  t he ar ea di sturbed by  
construction would eventually be occupied by solar ar rays, s o i t i s unl ikely t hat ar eas of  
disturbed soil surfaces (characterized by high color, line and texture contrasts) would still 
remain and be v isible f rom the various viewing vantage points af ter construction is completed.  
Impacts associated with the visual appearance of project infrastructure would be reduced 
through implementation of  m itigation m easure MM-VR-3 ( treatment of  t he surfaces of  project 
structures) and mitigation measures MM-VR-4 (project design). 

 

KOP-3 – Interstate 15 south of Primm 

Figure 4.18-1A presents the existing view from KOP-3 on northbound I-15 about 2 m iles south 
of P rimm.  The view is to the west and southwest towards the Clark Mountain Range with 
Interstate, and shows I-15 in the foreground, and I vanpah Dry Lake and the alluvial fan in the 
middle ground.  Figure 4. 18-1C presents a v isual s imulation t hat depi cts t he addi tion of  t he 
proposed solar arrays i n A lternative 2.   The impacts and t he deg ree of  contrast under 
Alternative 2 would appear very similar to Alternative 1, with the exception that the horizontal 
extent of  t he panel s i s l onger t han A lternative 1,  and i nterrupted by  a br eak bet ween two 
separated arrays.  

 

KOP-5 – Interstate 15 south of Primm Valley Golf Club 

Figure 4.18-2A presents the existing view from KOP-5 at the Yates Well Road exit on Interstate 
15 about 0.5 miles south of the Primm Valley Golf Club.  The view is to the northwest towards 
the S tateline W ilderness A rea i n t he M esquite R ange.  Figure 4.18-2C presents a visual 
simulation t hat depi cts t he addition of the pr oposed solar ar rays i n A lternative 2.  This 
simulation shows two arrays.  The north array would appear very similar to Alternative 1, being 
located approximately 2.2 miles north of the KOP.  The south array is in close proximity to the 
KOP, within 0.5 miles.  The reflected sunlight (PV panels absorb most sunlight) from the south 
array panels as t hey face the KOP would appear as a s ilvery-gray color that w ould have a 
moderate contrast with adjacent darker soils and vegetation for a m aximum of  ½ hour  in t he 
morning during summer months.  The panels would appear as a dark horizontal band located at 
slightly m ore t han 0.5 mile f rom t he K OP t hat i s s omewhat i ndistinct f rom t he s urrounding 
landscape. 

The dark color of the PV modules recedes into the landscape, and the form and hor izontal line 
of the arrays repeat t he hor izontal pl anes and l ines of  t he v alley l andscape; how ever, t he 
contrasts of the panel arrays would be moderate because of the large scale of the south array, 
which is in close proximity to the KOP and extends across a broad horizontal extent of the field 
of view.  S upporting infrastructure such as roads and t he Gen-Tie l ine are visible, but small in 
scale relative to existing landscape features.   

The overall level of change would be moderate as seen from the KOP primarily because of the 
large scale of the south array as seen from KOP 5.  Alternative 2 would meet the VRM Class III 
objective to partially retain the existing character of the landscape.  



DESERT STATELINE SOLAR FARM PROJECT 
4.18 VISUAL RESOURCES 

 

NOVEMBER 2012 4.18-16 DRAFT EIS/EIR 
 

KOP-6 – Northwest Corner of Primm Valley Golf Club 

Figure 4.18-3A presents the existing view from KOP-6 from a high point within the golf course.  
Views towards the proposed project from much of the golf course would be screened by a berm 
along the course perimeter.  The view is to the northwest and north, and includes the golf 
course g reens and l andscaping, and w inding pav ed path, sparse golf course structures.  
Beyond the golf course, the lattice towers of a t ransmission line extend from the foreground to 
the background; the town of Primm is visible in the background to the north.  The rugged Clark 
Mountain R ange pr ovides a bac kdrop t o K OP v iews.  The I vanpah SEGS is c urrently under  
construction to the west and southwest of the KOP; the visual simulations depict the completed 
Ivanpah project.  

Figure 4. 18-3C presents a v isual s imulation t hat depi cts t he addition of the proposed solar 
arrays in Alternative 2.  The northern portion of the Alternative 2 ar ray would be very similar in 
appearance as seen from KOP-6 as described for Alternative 1; the smaller footprint would not 
change the appearance because of the view angle.  The south array would be about 0.73 miles 
southwest of the KOP.  The additive effect of  t he south ar ray would i ncrease t he v isibility of  
Alternative 2 to a substantially greater degree than Alternative 1.  Alternative 2 would not meet 
the VRM Class III objective to partially retain the existing character of the landscape as seen 
from KOP-6.  Alternative 2 would have the largest impact of the four alternatives, because the 
north and south arrays would be visible from the KOP. 

 

KOP-7 – Southwest Corner of Primm Valley Golf Club 

Figure 4.18-4A presents the existing view from KOP-7 from the southwest corner of Primm Golf 
Course.  T he view is to the west, and i ncludes the golf course ditch at the course perimeter, a 
fence, and the gently rising alluvial fan t o t he w est of  t he c ourse.  The I vanpah SEGS is 
currently under construction to the northwest, west and southwest of the KOP; the visual 
simulations depict the completed Ivanpah project.  Figure 4.18-4C presents a v isual simulation 
that depicts the addition of the proposed solar arrays in Alternative 2.  The southern portion of 
Alternative 2 would be within 0.10 miles of KOP-7.  

The reflected sunlight (PV panels absorb most sunlight) from the panels as they face the KOP 
would appear  as  a l ight, s ilvery-gray color t hat would contrast w ith adj acent darker soils and 
vegetation for a v ery br ief per iod i n t he m orning.  The supporting i nfrastructure ( tall, nar row, 
straight edge distribution line poles, and the shielded night-lighting) would be v isible due to the 
close pr oximity of  t he ar ray.  T he f acility w ould do minate the view, and the overall level of 
change would be hi gh because of the large scale and c lose proximity of the array to the KOP.  
Alternative 2 would not meet the VRM Class III objective to partially retain the existing character 
of t he l andscape as seen f rom K OP-7.  The i mpacts t o v iewers at  t he g olf c ourse ar e 
substantially larger under Alternative 2 than under Alternatives 1, 3, or 4. 

 

KOP-9 – Nipton Road Overpass 

Figure 4. 18-5A presents the ex isting v iew f rom KOP-9.  K OP-9 provides a v iew to the north-
northwest from the Nipton Road overpass at I-15 nearly 10 m iles south of Primm, Nevada (the 
KOP i s i n C alifornia).  T he hi ghway and N ipton R oad on t he overpass are in the immediate 
foreground.  The C lark M ountain R ange pr ovides a r ugged bac kdrop t o t he f oreground t o 
background views of the flat Ivanpah Valley.  The Ivanpah SEGS is currently under construction 
to t he w est and s outhwest of  t he K OP; t he v isual s imulations depi ct t he completed Ivanpah 
project.   
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Figure 4. 18-5C presents a v isual s imulation that depicts the addi tion of  t he pr oposed solar 
arrays in Alternative 2.  The impacts from the north array are identical to the impacts described 
for A lternative 1.  The south array is about 4 miles north of KOP-9.  The impacts and the 
degree of contrast f rom the south array would be v ery similar to the north array.  There would 
be a s lightly g reater level of  c ontrast under  A lternative 2 than f rom A lternative 1 primarily 
because both arrays are visible, increasing the overall scale of the project.  The panels would 
appear distant, dark and muted horizontal bands that are somewhat indistinct from the 
surrounding landscape.  Alternative 2 would meet the VRM Class III objective to partially retain 
the existing character of the landscape.  

 

KOP-10 – Clark Mountain Range near Benson Mine 

Figure 4. 18-6A pr esents the existing view from KOP-10 from the Mojave National Preserve 
near Clark Mountain.  KOP-10 provides a view to the east and northeast from Colosseum Road 
in the Mojave National Preserve.  The KOP overlooks part of  Ivanpah Valley and I vanpah Dry 
Lake.  Hills at the base of the Clark Mountain Range frame the view of the valley.  The Lucy 
Gray Mountains are in background views.  The Ivanpah SEGS is currently under construction to 
the west and southwest of the KOP; the visual simulations depict the completed Ivanpah 
project.  

Figure 4. 18-6C presents a v isual s imulation t hat depi cts t he addition of the proposed solar 
arrays in Alternative 2.  The impacts from the north array are identical to the impacts described 
for A lternative 1.  The south ar ray i s about  4. 8 m iles eas t of  KOP-10.  The impacts and t he 
degree of contrast f rom the south array would be v ery similar to the north array.  There would 
be a slightly great level of contrast under Alternative 2 than from Alternative 1 primarily because 
both arrays increase the overall scale of the project.  The panels would appear distant, dark and 
muted horizontal bands t hat ar e s omewhat i ndistinct f rom t he s urrounding l andscape.  
Alternative 2 would meet the VRM Class III objective to partially retain the existing character of 
the landscape.  

 
KOP-12 – Stateline Wilderness Area 

Figure 4.18-7A presents the existing view from KOP-12 from the Stateline Wilderness Area 
north of  t he pr oject s ite.  KOP-12 is on a t ransmission l ine ac cess r oad 2. 8 m iles w est of  
Primm.  The view is to the south, and includes a broad expanse of the Ivanpah Valley with a 
mountainous bac kdrop t o t he s outheast, south, and southwest.  The r ugged C lark M ountain 
Range provides a bac kdrop to KOP views.  The Ivanpah SEGS is currently under construction 
to t he w est and s outhwest of  t he K OP; t he v isual s imulations depi ct t he completed Ivanpah 
project.   

Figure 4. 18-7C presents a v isual s imulation t hat depi cts t he addition of the proposed solar 
arrays in Alternative 2.  The north solar array would be nearly 1 mile south of KOP-12; the south 
array would be screened by the north array.  The impacts and contrasts would be very similar to 
Alternative 1; however, the overall degree of impact would be less because the facility and 
associated contrasts are reduced in scale relative to the landscape.  Alternative 2 w ould meet 
the VRM Class III objective to partially retain the existing character of the landscape.   

 

Decommissioning 
After the end of the project’s useful life, decommissioning would involve removal of all built 
project structures and s ite restoration in accordance with the approved Decommissioning Plan 
(First Solar 2012d).  Complete removal of the facility would leave an adverse visual impact over 
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the entire site due to the strong color contrast created between graded, disturbed soil areas and 
undisturbed soil areas in the v icinity of  t he project s ite.  R evegetation in t his desert region is 
difficult and generally of limited success.  Thus, visual recovery from land disturbance of 
closure and decommissioning w ould l ikely oc cur onl y ov er a v ery l ong per iod of  t ime.  T o 
ensure site revegetation and restoration as rapidly as possible, mitigation measure MM-VR-1 is 
recommended to achieve site restoration to the extent feasible. 
 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The modification of t he boundar y of  t he I vanpah D WMA w ould be approximately the s ame 
under A lternative 2 as  A lternative 1.   The establishment of the Ivanpah DWMA in the NEMO 
plan am endments ( BLM 2002)  s pecified t hat addi tional cumulative surface di sturbance w ithin 
the DWMA is l imited to 1 per cent of  the total area of the DWMA.  T his restriction would place 
substantial l imits on f uture development t hat could t ake place on t he additional 23, 012 acres 
that would be added to the DWMA under Alternative 2, thus making it unlikely that development 
projects t hat would c reate adverse v isual impacts would be i mplemented i n t he f uture.  As a 
result, the current visual character of the area would remain in its current condition.  Therefore, 
the modification of the DWMA boundar y w ould c onstitute a benef icial i mpact t o v isual 
resources. 

 

4.18.5.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
The impact significance determinations for Alternative 2 would be the same as for Alternative 1. 

 

4.18.5.3 Additional Criteria Determinations 
Would the presence of the project or alternative result in a long-term (greater than three 
years) inconsistency with established (or interim) BLM VRM class objectives?  
Yes.  The additive effect of  the south array in Alternative 2 would increase the visibility of the 
facility from KOP-6 and KOP-7 to a substantially greater degree than Alternative 1.  Alternative 
2 would not meet the V RM C lass I II obj ective t o par tially r etain t he ex isting c haracter of  t he 
landscape as seen from KOP-6. 

 

The other additional determinations made for Alternative 1 would also apply to Alternative 2. 

 

4.18.6 Alternative 3: 2,151 Ac Alternative 

4.18.6.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
The direct and indirect impacts of Alternative 3 would essentially be the same as for Alternative 
1 (Proposed Action).  In general, the acreage of the two alternatives is approximately the same, 
and their location with respect to the KOP locations is approximately the same.  Therefore, the 
visual appearance and impacts of construction, operations, and decommissioning of Alternative 
3 would be similar to that described for the Proposed Action. 
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Construction 
Construction i mpacts r esulting f rom Alternative 3 would be es sentially t he s ame as  f or 
Alternative 1.  The reader is referred to Section 4.18.3.1 above for a complete discussion of the 
visual impacts that would be experienced during project construction. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Operation and maintenance impacts resulting from Alternative 2 would be essentially the same 
as f or A lternative 1.   Impacts as sociated w ith t he v isual appear ance of  pr oject i nfrastructure 
would be r educed t hrough i mplementation of  mitigation measure MM-VR-3 ( treatment of  t he 
surfaces of project structures) and mitigation measures MM-VR-4 (project design). 

 

KOP-3 – Interstate 15 south of Primm 

Figure 4.18-1A presents the existing view from KOP-3 on northbound I-15 about 2 m iles south 
of P rimm.  The view is to the west and southwest towards the Clark Mountain Range with 
Interstate, and shows I-15 in the foreground, and I vanpah Dry Lake and t he alluvial fan in the 
middle ground.  Figure 4. 18-1D presents a v isual s imulation t hat depi cts t he addi tion of  t he 
proposed solar ar rays i n Alternative 3.   The impacts and t he deg ree of  contrast under 
Alternative 3 would appear very similar to Alternative 1; the horizontal band would appear wider.  
The degree of contrast is slightly larger in extent; but otherwise very similar. 

 

KOP-5 – Interstate 15 south of Primm Valley Golf Club 

Figure 4.18-2A presents the existing view from KOP-5 at the Yates Well R oad exit on I-15 
about 0.5 miles south of the Primm Valley Golf Club.  The view is to the northwest towards the 
Stateline Wilderness Area in the Mesquite Range.  Figure 4.18-2D presents a visual simulation 
that depicts t he addi tion of  t he proposed solar ar rays i n A lternative 3 .  The i mpacts and t he 
degree of contrast under Alternative 3 would appear identical to Alternative 1. 

 

KOP-6 – Northwest Corner of Primm Valley Golf Club 

Figure 4.18-3A presents the existing view from KOP-6 from a high point within the golf course.  
Views towards the proposed project from much of the golf course would be screened by a berm 
along the course perimeter.  The view is to the northwest and north, and includes the golf 
course g reens and landscaping, and w inding paved path, s parse g olf c ourse s tructures.  
Beyond the golf course, the lattice towers of a t ransmission line extend from the foreground to 
the background; the town of Primm is visible in the background to the north.  The rugged Clark 
Mountain R ange pr ovides a bac kdrop t o K OP v iews.  The I vanpah SEGS is c urrently under  
construction to the west and southwest of the KOP; the visual simulations depict the completed 
Ivanpah pr oject.  Figure 4. 18-3D presents a v isual s imulation t hat depi cts t he addi tion of  t he 
proposed solar ar rays i n Alternative 3 .  The impacts and t he degree of  contrast under 
Alternative 3 would appear identical to Alternative 1. 

 

KOP-7 – Southwest Corner of Primm Valley Golf Club 

Figure 4.18-4A presents the existing view from KOP-7 from the southwest corner of Primm Golf 
Course.  T he view is to the west, and i ncludes the golf course ditch at the course perimeter, a 
fence, and the gently rising alluvial fan t o t he w est of  t he c ourse.  The I vanpah SEGS is 
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currently under construction to the northwest, west and southwest of the KOP; the visual 
simulations depict the completed Ivanpah project.  Figure 4.18-4D presents a v isual simulation 
that depicts t he addi tion of  t he pr oposed solar ar rays i n A lternative 3 .  The i mpacts and t he 
degree of contrast under Alternative 3 would appear identical to Alternative 1. 

 

KOP-9 – Nipton Road Overpass 

Figure 4. 18-5A presents the ex isting v iew f rom KOP-9.  K OP-9 provides a v iew to the nor th-
northwest from the Nipton Road overpass at I-15 nearly 10 m iles south of Primm, Nevada (the 
KOP i s i n C alifornia).  T he hi ghway and N ipton R oad on t he overpass are in the immediate 
foreground.  The C lark M ountain R ange pr ovides a r ugged bac kdrop t o t he f oreground t o 
background views of the flat Ivanpah Valley.  The Ivanpah SEGS is currently under construction 
to t he w est and s outhwest of  t he K OP; t he v isual s imulations depi ct t he completed Ivanpah 
project.  Figure 4.18-5D presents a visual simulation that depicts the addition of the proposed 
solar arrays in Alternative 3.  The impacts and the degree of contrast under Alternative 3 would 
appear identical to Alternative 1. 

 

KOP-10 – Clark Mountain Range near Benson Mine 

Figure 4. 18-6A pr esents the existing view from KOP-10 from the Mojave National Preserve 
near Clark Mountain.  KOP-10 provides a view to the east and northeast from Colosseum Road 
in the Mojave National Preserve.  The KOP overlooks part of  Ivanpah Valley and I vanpah Dry 
Lake.  Hills at the base of the Clark Mountain Range frame the view of the valley.  The Lucy 
Gray Mountains are in background views.  The Ivanpah SEGS is currently under construction to 
the west and southwest of the KOP; the visual simulations depict the completed Ivanpah 
project.  Figure 4.18-6D presents a visual simulation that depicts the addition of the proposed 
solar arrays in Alternative 2.  The impacts and the degree of contrast under Alternative 3 would 
appear identical to Alternative 1. 

 

KOP-12 – Stateline Wilderness Area 

Figure 4.18-7A presents the existing view from KOP-12 from the Stateline Wilderness A rea 
north of  t he pr oject s ite.  KOP-12 is on a t ransmission l ine ac cess r oad 2. 8 m iles w est of  
Primm.  The view is to the south, and includes a broad expanse of the Ivanpah Valley with a 
mountainous bac kdrop t o t he s outheast, south, and southwest.  The r ugged C lark M ountain 
Range provides a bac kdrop to KOP views.  The Ivanpah SEGS is currently under construction 
to t he w est and s outhwest of  t he K OP; t he v isual s imulations depi ct t he completed Ivanpah 
project.  Figure 4.18-7D presents a visual simulation that depicts the addition of the proposed 
solar arrays in Alternative 3.  The impacts and the degree of contrast under Alternative 3 would 
appear identical to Alternative 1. 

 

Decommissioning 
After the end of the project’s useful life, dec ommissioning w ould involve removal of all built 
project structures and s ite restoration in accordance with the approved Decommissioning Plan 
(First Solar 2012d).  Complete removal of the facility would leave an adverse visual impact over 
the entire site due to the strong color contrast created between graded, disturbed soil areas and 
undisturbed soil areas in the v icinity of  t he project s ite.  R evegetation in t his desert region is 
difficult and generally of limited success.  Thus, visual recovery from land disturbance of 
closure and decommissioning w ould l ikely oc cur onl y ov er a v ery l ong per iod of  t ime.  T o 
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ensure site revegetation and restoration as rapidly as possible, mitigation measure MM-VR-1 is 
recommended to achieve site restoration to the extent feasible. 
 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The modification of t he boundar y of  t he I vanpah D WMA w ould be appr oximately t he s ame 
under A lternative 3 as A lternative 1.   The establishment of the Ivanpah DWMA in the NEMO 
plan am endments ( BLM 2002)  s pecified that additional cumulative surface di sturbance w ithin 
the DWMA is l imited to 1 per cent of  the total area of the DWMA.  T his restriction would place 
substantial l imits on f uture development t hat could t ake place on t he additional 23, 246 acres 
that would be added to the DWMA under Alternative 3, thus making it unlikely that development 
projects t hat would c reate adverse v isual impacts would be i mplemented i n t he f uture.  As a 
result, the current visual character of the area would remain in its current condition.  Therefore, 
the modification of the DWMA boundar y w ould c onstitute a benef icial i mpact t o v isual 
resources. 

 

4.18.6.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
The impact significance determinations for Alternative 3 would be the same as for Alternative 1. 

 

4.18.6.3 Additional Criteria Determinations 
The additional determinations made for Alternative 1 would also apply to Alternative 3. 

 

4.18.7 Alternative 4: Reduced Acreage Alternative 

4.18.7.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 4 is conceptually similar to the Proposed Action (Alternative 1), but would be placed 
within a different l and ar ea w hich c omprises 1, 766 acres.  T he l and ar ea as sociated w ith 
Alternative 4 would be the same as the northern portion of the bifurcated footprint of Alternative 
2.  The direct and indirect impacts of Alternative 4 would be reduced from those associated with 
the Proposed Action due to the smaller size of the project footprint and reduced number of solar 
arrays. 

 

Construction 
The types of visual impacts resulting from project construction, including the contrast created by 
the r emoval of  v egetation, t he appear ance of  c onstruction eq uipment, and t he presence of 
lighting, would be the same of those described f or t he P roposed A ction.  H owever, t he 
magnitude of these impacts would be reduced by the smaller size of the project footprint.  In 
addition, the duration of the impact would be reduced due to the shorter construction time. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Operation and maintenance impacts resulting from Alternative 4 would be essentially the same 
as for Alternatives 1 and 3.  The visual appearance of the facility under Alternative 4 w as not 
simulated separately from the other action alternatives.  However, the appearance of the 
alternative, and t he v isual impacts, would be m ost s imilar t o t he v isual s imulations f or 
Alternative 3.  Like the Proposed A ction, i mpacts as sociated w ith t he v isual appear ance of  
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project infrastructure would be reduced through implementation of mitigation measure MM-VR-
3 (treatment of the surfaces of project structures) and mitigation measures MM-VR-4 (project 
design). 

 

Decommissioning 
After the end of the project’s useful life, dec ommissioning w ould involve removal of all built 
project structures and s ite restoration in accordance with the approved Decommissioning Plan 
(First Solar 2012d).  Complete removal of the facility would leave an adverse visual impact over 
the entire site due to the strong color contrast created between graded, disturbed soil areas and 
undisturbed soil areas in the v icinity of  t he project s ite.  R evegetation in t his desert region is 
difficult and generally of limited success.  Thus, visual recovery from land disturbance of 
closure and decommissioning w ould l ikely oc cur onl y ov er a v ery l ong per iod of  t ime.  T o 
ensure site revegetation and restoration as rapidly as possible, mitigation measure MM-VR-1 is 
recommended to achieve site restoration to the extent feasible. 
 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The modification of t he boundar y of  t he I vanpah D WMA w ould be appr oximately t he s ame 
under A lternative 4 as A lternative 1.   The es tablishment of the Ivanpah DWMA in the NEMO 
plan amendments (BLM 2002) specified t hat addi tional cumulative surface di sturbance w ithin 
the DWMA is l imited to 1 per cent of  the total area of the DWMA.  T his restriction would place 
substantial l imits on f uture development t hat could t ake place on t he additional 23, 631 acres 
that would be added to the DWMA under Alternative 4, thus making it unlikely that development 
projects t hat would c reate adverse v isual impacts would be i mplemented i n t he f uture.  As a 
result, the current visual character of the area would remain in its current condition.  Therefore, 
the modification of the DWMA boundar y w ould c onstitute a benef icial i mpact t o v isual 
resources. 

 

4.18.7.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
The impact significance determinations for Alternative 4 would be the same as for Alternative 1. 
Alternative 4 would not result in a substantial lessening of any significant environmental impacts 
as compared to the other alternatives. 

 

4.18.7.3 Additional Criteria Determinations 
The additional determinations made for Alternative 1 would also apply to Alternative 4. 

 

4.18.8 Alternative 5: No Action Alternative 

4.18.8.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under this alternative, t he B LM w ould not  appr ove t he pr oposed s olar f acility and w ould not  
amend the CDCA Plan.  As a result, no solar energy project would be constructed, and the BLM 
would c ontinue t o m anage t he s ite c onsistent w ith t he ex isting l and us e des ignation i n the 
CDCA Plan.  

Because there would be no amendment to the CDCA Plan and no solar project approved for 
the site under this alternative, no new  structures or facilities would be constructed or operated 
on the site and no new ground disturbance would occur.  As a result, none of  the impacts on 
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visual resources from construction or operation of  the project would occur.  However, i f t he 
Proposed Action is not approved, renewable projects would likely be developed on other sites in 
San Bernardino County, in ot her areas of California, or in adjacent states within the Desert 
Southwest as  dev elopers s trive t o provide renewable pow er t hat c omplies w ith ut ility 
requirements and State and Federal mandates.  Construction and operation impacts to visual 
resources would occur at these other sites, similar to those described for the proposed Stateline 
Solar Farm facility. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The boundaries of the existing Ivanpah DWMA would not be modified under the N o Action 
Alternative.  Land uses associated with the Ivanpah DWMA would continue as they are today, 
and the beneficial impacts that would result from the modification of the DWMA boundary would 
not occur.  The No Action Alternative would not have any adverse impact on visual resources, 
but it also would not have any of the beneficial impacts associated with limiting future land uses. 

 

4.18.8.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
There would be no impacts to visual resources under Alternative 5. 

 

4.18.8.3 Additional Criteria Determinations 
Would the presence of the project or alternative result in a long-term (greater than three 
years) inconsistency with established (or interim) BLM VRM class objectives?  
No.  The N o A ction A lternative w ould not  r esult i n any inconsistency with BLM VRM class 
objectives. 

 

Would the construction or presence of the project and any of its components result in an 
inconsistency with local regulations, plans, and standards applicable to the protection of 
visual resources?  
No.  There would be no construction of a pr oject or c omponents, and therefore no i n 
consistency with local regulations, plans or standards. 

 

Would the presence of the proposed facility add to a cumulative visual alteration?  
No.  The proposed facility would not be implemented under this alternative, so it would not add 
to a cumulative visual alteration. 

 

4.18.9 Alternative 6: No Project, Exclude Solar Alternative 

4.18.9.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 6 would include a finding by B LM t hat t he s ite i s not  s uitable f or s olar ener gy 
development, and no pr oject would be approved. As a result, no solar energy project would be 
constructed on the s ite, and t he B LM would c ontinue t o m anage t he s ite c onsistent w ith t he 
existing land use designation in the CDCA Plan.  

Because t he C DCA P lan w ould be am ended t o m ake t he ar ea unav ailable f or future solar 
energy development, it i s expected t hat t he s ite would r emain i n i ts ex isting condition unless 



DESERT STATELINE SOLAR FARM PROJECT 
4.18 VISUAL RESOURCES 

 

NOVEMBER 2012 4.18-24 DRAFT EIS/EIR 
 

another use is designated in this amendment.  As such, this No Project Alternative would have 
no adverse i mpact on visual resources w ithin and adj acent t o t he s ite.  However, r enewable 
projects would likely be developed on other sites in San Bernardino County, in other areas of  
California, or in adjacent states within t he D esert S outhwest as  dev elopers s trive t o pr ovide 
renewable power that complies with utility requirements and state and Federal mandates.  
Construction and operation impacts to visual resources could occur at these other sites, similar 
to those described for the proposed Stateline Solar facility. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The boundaries of the existing Ivanpah DWMA would not be modified under this alternative, so 
the beneficial impact of that action to visual resources would not occur.  Land uses associated 
with the Ivanpah DWMA would continue as they are today. 

 

4.18.9.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
There would be no impacts to visual resources under Alternative 6. 

 

4.18.9.3 Additional Criteria Determinations 
The additional determinations made for Alternative 5 would also apply to Alternative 6. 

 

4.18.10 Alternative 7: No Project, Approve Solar Alternative  

4.18.10.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 7 would include a finding by B LM t hat t he s ite i s not  s uitable f or solar ener gy 
development, and none of the action alternatives would be approved.  The Stateline Solar Farm 
Project would not be constructed on the project site and the project site would remain vacant in 
the near-term.  I t is possible that another solar energy project could be constructed on the site.  
If this were to occur, it is likely that construction and operation impacts to visual resources 
would be similar to the impacts described for Alternative 1. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The boundaries of the existing Ivanpah DWMA would not be modified under this alternative, so 
the benef icial impact of  t hat action would not  occur.  Land uses associated with the I vanpah 
DWMA w ould c ontinue as  t hey ar e t oday.  If a s olar or  ot her r enewable ener gy facility is 
proposed on t he s ite i n t he f uture, t he i mpact on  visual resources would be c onsidered i n a 
project-specific environmental analysis that would occur at that time. 

 

4.18.10.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
There would be no impacts to visual resources under Alternative 7. 

 

4.18.10.3 Additional Criteria Determinations 
The additional determinations made for Alternative 5 would also apply to Alternative 7. 
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4.18.11 Cumulative Impacts 
Under CEQA, a pr oject may result in a s ignificant adverse cumulative impact where its effects 
are cumulatively considerable.  “Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects 
of an individual pr oject ar e s ignificant w hen v iewed i n c onnection w ith t he ef fects of  past 
projects, t he ef fects of  ot her c urrent pr ojects, and t he ef fects of  pr obable future projects 
(California Code Regulation, Title 14, section 15130).  This concept is similar to NEPA, which 
states that cumulative effects c an r esult f rom i ndividually m inor but  c ollectively s ignificant 
actions taking place over a period of time (40 CFR §1508.7).  Cumulative effects could result 
from the construction, operation and maintenance, and decommissioning phases of a project.  

Cumulative impacts to visual resources would occur where project facilities or activities occupy 
the same field of view as other built facilities or impacted landscapes, and an adverse change in 
the visible landscape character is perceived.  A cumulative impact could also occur if a v iewer 
perceives that the general visual quality or landscape character of  a l ocalized or regional area 
(such as Ivanpah Valley or the I-15 corridor) is diminished by the proliferation of visible similar 
structures or construction ef fects, even if the changes are not within the same field of view as 
existing ( or f uture) s tructures or  f acilities.  The r esult i s a per ceived “ industrialization” or  
“urbanization” of the existing rural or undeveloped landscape character.  

There is the potential for substantial future development along the I-15 corridor and in Ivanpah 
Valley.  A list of the existing and reasonably foreseeable cumulative projects is provided in 
Table 4.1-1. 

 

4.18.11.1 Geographic Extent/Context 
Cumulative impacts to visual resources could occur if implementation of the Stateline Solar 
Farm project would combine with those of other local or regional projects.  The Stateline Solar 
Farm project is potentially associated with two types of cumulative impacts:  

• Local c umulative i mpacts w ithin t he i mmediate pr oject v iewshed ( local pr ojects within 
Ivanpah Valley); and  

• Regional cumulative impacts beyond the immediate project viewshed, including the 
existing and r easonably f oreseeable f uture s olar and ot her ener gy and development 
projects along the I-15 corridor.  These projects, while not located within the same field 
of v iew as  t he pr oposed Stateline f acility, would, in combination with the Stateline 
project, contribute to a sense of industrialization or urbanization of the existing 
landscape character as travelers travel along I-15.  

 

4.18.11.2 Existing Cumulative Conditions 
The v isual characteristics of  t he project v iewshed, including the cumulative impact of  existing 
developments, were described in Section 3.18.1.3.  T hat discussion summarized the Ivanpah 
Dry Lak e s urface, v egetated al luvial f ans, and r ugged m ountain s lopes as  the predominant 
nature features of  t he v iewshed.  I n addi tion, t hat di scussion des cribed t he m an-made 
developments i n t he v iewshed, i ncluding t ransportation i nfrastructure ( I-15 and t he U nion 
Pacific R ailroad), r ecreational dev elopments ( Primm c asinos and t he Primm Valley Golf 
Course), and electric power system developments ( transmission l ines, I vanpah SEGS facility, 
Silver State Solar f acility, and W alter H iggins B ighorn G enerating S tation).  These 
developments have contributed to an industrial, commercialized appearance from most viewing 
points within Ivanpah Valley.  In addition, the location of this area within approximately 30 miles 
of the major metropolitan area of Las Vegas results in a visual corridor along I-15 that becomes 
increasingly urbanized and less scenically intact as one progresses northward. 
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4.18.11.3 Reasonably Foreseeable Projects 
Table 4. 1-1 pr ovides a l ist of  c urrent and reasonably foreseeable projects, including other 
proposed or appr oved r enewable ener gy projects; various B LM aut horized ac tions/activities, 
proposed or approved projects within the County’s jurisdiction, and ot her actions/activities that 
the agencies c onsider r easonably f oreseeable.  T able 4. 1-2 s ummarizes t he c umulative 
projects that would have the potential to combine with the Proposed Action and result in 
cumulative impacts t o visual resources.  Most of these projects have either undergone 
independent environmental review pursuant to NEPA and/or CEQA, or will do so prior to 
approval.  E ven i f env ironmental r eview has  not  been completed for the cumulative projects 
described in Table 4.1-2, their effects were considered in the cumulative impacts analysis in the 
draft EIS/EIR. 

Note that, al though t he Ivanpah S EGS s olar f acility is still under c onstruction, t he bas eline 
visual s imulations f or t his anal ysis i ncluded s imulation of  t hat f acility as  a completed f acility.  
This is because much of the visual impact from that facility, including the visual contrast from 
the removal of 3,471 acres of vegetation and construction of three 459-foot tall towers, already 
exists.  As a result, Ivanpah SEGS is considered to be an ex isting facility that forms part of the 
baseline for the analysis of the proposed Stateline facility. 

Projects currently under construction in the vicinity of  the proposed facility include the Ivanpah 
SEGS s olar facility ( 3,471 ac res), t he E ITP, Mountain P ass Lat eral nat ural gas pipeline, and 
expansion of the Molycorp Minerals, LLC rare earths mine.  Proposed projects in the vicinity of 
the pr oposed f acility t hat w ould hav e pot entially adv erse i mpacts t o recreation include t he 
Ivanpah SEGS solar facility, the ElTP, expansion of  M olycorp M ine, t he S outhern N evada 
Supplemental Airport, Desert Xpress high speed passenger rail line, Silver State Phase 2 solar 
facility, and the Calnev Pipeline Expansion Project. 

 

4.18.11.4 Cumulative Impacts associated with Proposed Action 

Construction 
It i s ex pected t hat one or  m ore of  t he c umulative pr ojects des cribed abov e may be under 
construction at the same time as the Proposed Action.  In particular, expansion at Molycorp and 
construction of the Ivanpah SEGS facility and EITP are expected to continue through 2013, and 
construction of the Calnev Pipeline E xpansion P roject, M ountain P ass Lat eral pr oject, and 
JPOE are ex pected t o oc cur i n 2013.  If c onstruction at  t hese l ocally c umulative pr oject 
locations were to occur at the same time as, or consecutively before or after, construction of the 
proposed Stateline facility, construction activities, equipment and night lighting from these sites 
would combine with similar activities and equipment from the Stateline site. Construction of the 
proposed Stateline f acility and t he ot her c umulative pr ojects i n t he i mmediate pr oject v icinity 
would lead to the continued presence of construction equipment on roads and in the landscape 
in t he l ocal pr oject r egion f or several years, and would cause a substantial cumulative v isual 
impact. 

 

Operations and Maintenance 
It i s expected that al l of  t he cumulative projects described above would be operational at the 
same time as the Proposed A ction.  A s a r esult, t here would be l ong-term adv erse v isual 
impacts dur ing oper ation of  t hose c umulative pr ojects.  The S outhern N evada S upplemental 
Airport would be l ocated at a s ufficiently great distance to not be w ithin the same viewshed as 
the pr oposed S tateline f acility, I vanpah SEGS, and Primm, and w ould t herefore h ave l imited 
visual interaction with the Proposed Action project.  However, the other projects, including the 
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Stateline Solar Farm, Ivanpah SEGS, and S ilver S tate s olar pr ojects; the E ITP and ot her 
transmission lines; the existing Walter Higgins Bighorn Generating Station; Primm casinos and 
golf course; and transportation infrastructure (I-15 and the Union P acific Railroad) would all 
simultaneously be visible within m iddle-ground distance to I-15 motorists, and also be 
cumulatively dominant from viewpoints in the Clark Mountains and the Stateline Wilderness 
Area. This cumulative effect would be s ubstantially more adverse than the adverse impacts of  
the Stateline project al one.  Overall, t he pr oposed S tateline pr oject under any alternative 
contributes a relatively small, i ncremental i mpact t o t he v alley l andscape w hen c onsidered 
cumulatively with the Ivanpah SEGS project and other developments. 

For I -15 motorists, the cumulative ef fect of  Ivanpah SEGS, the Primm Valley Golf Course and 
casinos, th e JPOE, the S ilver S tate s olar pr ojects, t he Walter Higgins Bighorn Generating 
Station, transmission l ines, and the Desert X press pr ojects w ould be s ubstantially adv erse, 
converting the majority of the western highway frontage within the valley to a m ore urbanized, 
developed foreground view with potential to intrude into scenic westward highway views of the 
Clark Mountains.  Regarding the Desert Xpress project, although the specific technology that 
would be ut ilized is not known, the most common High Speed Rail technologies in current use 
require c ontinuous abov e-ground c atenary pow er l ines t hat ar e hi ghly ur ban i n character, 
similar to light rail systems, as well as continuous safety fencing and other ancillary project 
features.  These c ontinuous v ertical and l inear f eatures would i ntrude i nto t he f oreground of 
views of Clark Mountain as seen from the highway.  

These pr ojects, t aken t ogether, have resulted, and will continue to result, in a marked 
transformation of  t he ex isting Ivanpah Valley l andscape i nto a m ore ur banized v isual setting, 
particularly as seen by I-15 motorists in the northern portion of the valley in the vicinity of the 
Stateline project.  In addi tion, t here w ould be s ome l ikelihood of cumulative light pollution 
impacts due t o an ac cumulation of  night-time l ight sources, i ncluding lighting associated with 
the Stateline facility, lights associated with Ivanpah SEGS aircraft lighting, the JPOE, and other 
new and existing power plant lighting. 

 

Decommissioning 
Cumulative i mpacts as sociated w ith dec ommissioning of  the pr oposed S tateline f acility or an 
alternative would include the removal and disposal of solar arrays, aboveground electrical tower 
components, and s ubstation components.  Restoration of the site would include returning the 
area as close as reasonably possible to pre-construction conditions, in accordance with the 
Applicant’s Decommissioning Plan (First Solar 2012d).  C omplete removal of  the facility would 
leave an adverse visual impact ov er the entire site due t o t he s trong c olor c ontrast c reated 
between g raded, di sturbed s oil ar eas and undi sturbed s oil ar eas i n the vicinity of the project 
site.  Revegetation in this desert region is difficult and generally of limited success.  Thus, visual 
recovery from land disturbance of closure and dec ommissioning would likely occur only over a 
very l ong per iod of  t ime.  T o ensure s ite r evegetation and r estoration as  r apidly as  possible, 
mitigation measure MM-VR-1 is recommended to achieve site restoration to the extent feasible.  
However, v isual impacts would continue f or t he long-term.  D ecommissioning and r estoration 
would not eliminate the proposed facility’s contribution to local and regional cumulative impacts 
on visual resources, and adverse impacts would occur. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
Modification of the boundary of the existing Ivanpah DWMA would not have an adverse impact 
on visual r esources i n t he area, and w ould t herefore not  c ontribute t o c umulative i mpacts t o 
visual r esources.  I n addition, the es tablishment of  t he I vanpah D WMA i n t he N EMO pl an 
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amendments (BLM 2002) specified that additional cumulative surface disturbance within the 
DWMA is limited to 1 percent of the total area of the DWMA.  This restriction would place 
substantial l imits on f uture development t hat could t ake place on t he additional 23,254 acres 
that would be added to the DWMA under the Proposed Action, thus making it unlikely that 
development pr ojects t hat would c reate adverse v isual i mpacts would be implemented in the 
future.  A s a r esult, t he m odification of  t he D WMA boundar y w ould result i n l imiting f uture 
developments t hat c ould c ontribute t o adv erse impacts to v isual r esources.  Therefore, t he 
action of  m odifying t he D WMA boundar y w ould be benef icial in retaining the current visual 
character of the area. 

 

4.18.11.5 CEQA Significance Determinations 
The pr oposed S tateline f acility’s contribution to the visible industrialization of the desert 
landscape w ould c onstitute a s ignificant v isual i mpact w hen c onsidered i n the context of 
existing cumulative conditions and reasonably foreseeable projects. 

 

Vis-1 
Although no designated scenic vistas exist in the study area, viewpoints in the Clark Mountains 
within t he M ojave N ational P reserve and the Stateline W ilderness A rea may be c onsidered 
scenic vistas due both to their very high scenic quality and high levels of  recreational use.  In 
addition, v iew corridors to C lark Mountain f rom I-15 could also be considered t o be a s cenic 
vista in light of the County s cenic des ignation of I-15 within Ivanpah Valley.  The proposed 
Stateline facility would be visible in the same field of view as  m any of  t he ot her m an-made 
developments i n t he v alley, i ncluding I vanpah S EGS, num erous t ransmission l ines, and the 
Primm Valley Golf Course.  The introduction of industrial character and structural visual contrast 
would result in substantial adverse effects on these vista views.  The resulting cumulative visual 
impact would be s ignificant and unav oidable.  The pr oposed S tateline f acility plus t he 
reasonably f oreseeable pr ojects would contribute to the conversion of natural desert 
landscapes t o l andscapes w ith pr ominent i ndustrial c haracter ( complex i ndustrial f orms and 
lines and surface textures and colors not found in natural desert landscapes). 

Although the overall cumulative visual impact would be significant and unavoidable, the views of 
the Stateline facility itself would be m uch l ess pr ominent t han t hose of  t he adj acent I vanpah 
SEGS f acility, P rimm V alley G olf C ourse, and t ransmission towers, each of which includes 
elements that have a g reater height above the ground surface than would the Stateline facility.  
Therefore, the contribution of  the proposed Stateline facility to the overall impact would not be 
cumulatively considerable.  In addition, the visibility of the facility would be reduced through the 
treatment of the surfaces of structures (required in mitigation measure MM-VR-3) and design 
elements i ntended t o reduce t he v isual c ontrast t o t he l andscape (required in m itigation 
measures MM-VR-4). 

 

Vis-2 
The proposed facility site and other cumulative projects are located adjacent to I-15, which is 
not a des ignated S tate Scenic Highway.  In addi tion, t here are no not able scenic f eatures or  
historic s tructures l ocated w ithin in t he ar ea.  Therefore, t he combined pr ojects w ould not  
substantially dam age scenic r esources such as  t rees, r ock outcroppings, or historic buildings 
along a State Scenic Highway.  Therefore, the resulting cumulative visual impact would be less 
than significant. 
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Vis-3 
The pr oposed Stateline f acility would i ntroduce s tructures w ith i ndustrial character into the 
foreground to background views from I-15 (KOP-3, KOP-5, and KOP-9), the Primm Valley Golf 
Course (KOP-6 and KOP-7), the Mojave National Preserve (KOP-10), and the S tateline 
Wilderness A rea (KOP-12).  These structures would be visible in t he same field of v iew as 
many of the other man-made developments in the valley, including Ivanpah SEGS, numerous 
transmission lines, and the Primm Valley Golf Course.  The long-term presence of components 
of each of t hese projects would substantially degrade the existing visual character of the site 
and i ts s urrounding l andscape.  These pr ojects would c reate higher l evels of  v isual contrast, 
would be v isually dom inant, and would block views of  por tions of  t he surrounding landscape.  
Contrast would r esult f rom introduction of  industrial f orms, lines, surface t extures, and colors 
not found in natural desert landscapes, including introduction of vertical forms into a landscape 
dominated by horizontal lines.  The visual contrast would also result from the large scale of the 
developments, w ith s olar f acilities c omprising approximately 5,550 acres of t he 29,000 ac res 
area of alluvial fan between I-15 and the Clark Mountains.  The resulting cumulative visual 
impact would be significant and unavoidable. 

Although the overall cumulative visual impact would be significant and unavoidable, the views of 
the Stateline facility itself would be m uch l ess pr ominent t han t hose of  t he adj acent I vanpah 
SEGS f acility, P rimm V alley G olf Co urse, and transmission t owers, eac h of  w hich i ncludes 
elements that have a g reater height above the ground surface than would the Stateline facility.  
The completed solar arrays would not have any structures greater than approximately 12 feet in 
height, so would not block views from any KOPs.  T he configuration of  the solar arrays in low 
lying, horizontal rows would appear as a dar k horizontal band t hat is somewhat indistinct f rom 
the surrounding landscape, so they would not create substantial levels of visual contrast.  
Therefore, the contribution of  the proposed Stateline facility to the overall impact would not be 
cumulatively considerable.  In addition, the visibility of the facility would be reduced through the 
treatment of the surfaces of structures (required in mitigation measure MM-VR-3) and design 
elements i ntended t o reduce t he v isual c ontrast t o t he l andscape (required in m itigation 
measures MM-VR-4). 

 

Vis-4 
The proposed f acility would not  c reate a new  source of  substantial l ight t hat would adversely 
affect nighttime views in the area.  Lighting would be used on occasion during construction, and 
lighting would be installed on the operational facility in accordance with the Applicant’s Lighting 
Management Plan (First Solar 2012l).  Although lighting would be visible from all KOPs at night, 
it would be located in a limited ar ea near  t he f acility ent rance, and w ould be onl y one of  
numerous s ources of  l ighting i n t he ar ea.  Additional light s ources that w ould c omprise a 
permanent part of the landscape include vehicle lights on I -15; lights associated with industrial 
facilities s uch as  M olycorp, I vanpah S EGS, t he JPOE, W alter H iggins B ighorn G enerating 
Station, and t he S ilver S tate s olar pow er pl ants; and l ights as sociated w ith ur ban and 
commercial development (Primm and Las Vegas). 

For the Stateline project, mitigation measure MM-VR-2 would be implemented to reduce night 
lighting impacts to less than significant levels.  Several of the other projects, including Ivanpah 
SEGS and t he S ilver S tate solar power plants, would implement s imilar m itigation measures.  
However, s everal of  t he ot her dev elopments w ould not  be des igned and operated to reduce 
night l ighting i mpacts.  The P rimm dev elopments s pecifically us e br ight lighting to attract 
patrons.  Also, although the solar power plants would largely be closed at night and would need 
no lighting, ot her pr ojects (including M olycorp, t he JPOE, and t he W alter H iggins B ighorn 
Generating Station) would operate at  night, and t herefore require night l ighting for operations.  
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Therefore, although the cumulative ef fect of  t he projects in the area would be significant and 
unavoidable, t he c ontribution of  t he pr oposed S tateline f acility to this impact would not be 
cumulatively considerable. 

 

4.18.11.6 Additional Criteria Determinations 
Would the presence of the project or alternative result in a long-term (greater than three 
years) inconsistency with established (or interim) BLM Visual Resource Management 
(VRM) Class objectives?  
No.  As di scussed i n Section 4. 18.3.1 of  t his anal ysis, the proposed f acility would be v isible, 
and would introduce structures w ith i ndustrial c haracter i nto t he f oreground t o bac kground 
views from I-15 (KOP-3, KOP-5, and KOP-9), the Primm Valley Golf Course (KOP-6 and KOP-
7), the Mojave National Preserve (KOP-10), and the Stateline W ilderness A rea ( KOP-12).  
However, the completed solar arrays would not have any structures greater than approximately 
12 feet in hei ght, s o w ould not  bl ock v iews f rom any  K OPs.  T he c onfiguration of  t he s olar 
arrays in low lying, horizontal rows would appear as a dark horizontal band that is somewhat 
indistinct f rom the surrounding landscape, so they would not create substantial levels of visual 
contrast.  Also, the views of the facility would be much less prominent than those associated 
with the adjacent Ivanpah SEGS facility, Primm Valley Golf Course, and transmission towers, 
each of which includes elements that have a g reater height above the ground surface t han 
would t he S tateline f acility.  T herefore, the P roposed Action and al ternatives would m eet t he 
VRM Class III objective to partially retain the existing character of the landscape. 

  

Would the construction or presence of the project and any of its components result in an 
inconsistency with local regulations, plans, and standards applicable to the protection of 
visual resources?  
Yes.  The pr oposed f acility, in combination w ith t he ot her pas t, c urrent, and r easonably 
foreseeable future projects would not be consistent with Goal OS-5 of the Open Space Element 
of t he San Bernardino County General Plan.  The proposed project and the other cumulative 
projects would be visible from I-15, which is designated as a s cenic route by the County.  T he 
projects would not be perceived as maintaining or enhancing the visual character of the area as 
seen from I-15.  However, the San Bernardino County General Plan is not applicable to projects 
located entirely on public lands. 

 
Would the presence of the proposed facility add to a cumulative visual alteration?  
Yes.  As discussed in this section, Stateline, in conjunction with both existing and reasonably 
foreseeable cumulative projects, would make a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact 
on visual resources. 

 

4.18.11.7 Alternatives 

Alternative 2: 2,385 Ac Alternative 
As di scussed i n S ection 4. 18.4.1, the di rect and i ndirect i mpacts of  A lternative 2 would be 
greater than those described for Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).  The Solar Farm site, gen-tie 
corridor, and ac cess c orridor under  A lternative 2 would require appr oximately 2, 385 acres of 
land managed by the BLM, which is 242 acres (or about 12 per cent) more than the Proposed 
Action.  Alternative 2 would also include implementation of a portion of the solar farm in a 
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separate area to the south of the Primm Valley Golf Course.  The southern parcel of s olar 
arrays under  A lternative 2 w ould be m uch c loser t o s everal of the KOPs than Alternative 1, 
resulting in greater visibility to the viewer from those locations.  In addition, Alternative 2 would 
place solar arrays in two separate locations more than 1 mile apart, thus creating the 
impression of two separate industrial facilities instead of one, one to the north of the golf course 
and one to the south.  Although each would be of a smaller size than the array in the Proposed 
Action, the existence of two separate arrays would give the v isual i mpression of  a l arger 
number of  i ndustrial f acilities i n t he ar ea, f urther c ontributing t o the cumulative visual impact 
created by industrial and commercial development. 

  

Alternative 3: 2,151 Ac Alternative 
The visual impacts associated with Alternative 3 would be similar to those associated with the 
Proposed Action.  Overall, the appearance of the facility from the KOPs would be approximately 
the s ame as  t he P roposed A ction.  T herefore, t he c ontribution of Alternative 3 t o adv erse 
cumulative impacts would be the same as the Proposed Action. 

 

Alternative 4: Reduced Acreage Alternative 
As di scussed i n Section 4. 18.6, v isual impacts of  A lternative 4 w ould be r educed f rom those 
associated with the Proposed Action due to the smaller size of the project footprint and reduced 
number of solar arrays.  However, like the Proposed Action, this alternative would contribute to 
an increasingly industrial and commercial character of the area.  A lthough the project footprint 
would be smaller, the large scale of the facility under this alternative (1,766 acres) would still be 
substantially visible to viewers throughout the Ivanpah Valley, and viewers would likely still view 
the facility as an adv erse i mpact.  T herefore, t he c ontribution of  t his al ternative t o adv erse 
cumulative visual impacts would likely be the same as that of the Proposed Action. 

 

Alternative 5: No Action Alternative 
The No Action Alternative would not have adverse cumulative impacts, and would therefore not 
contribute to an adverse cumulative impact in the area.  However, if the Proposed Action is not 
approved, renewable projects would likely be developed on other sites in San Bernardino 
County, in other areas of California, or  i n adj acent s tates w ithin t he D esert S outhwest as  
developers strive to provide renewable power that complies with utility requirements and State 
and Federal mandates.  Construction and operation impacts to visual resources would occur at 
these other sites, and would likely contribute to cumulative visual impacts in those areas. 

 

Alternative 6: No Project, Exclude Solar Alternative 
Under t his al ternative, t he B LM w ould not  appr ove t he pr oposed Stateline s olar f acility and 
would amend the CDCA Plan to make t he pr oposed s ite unav ailable f or f uture solar energy 
development.  Because the CDCA P lan would be am ended to make the area unavailable for 
future solar energy dev elopment, t his N o P roject A lternative w ould not c ontribute t o adverse 
cumulative impacts on visual r esources i n t he pr oject area Like t he N o A ction A lternative, 
renewable projects would likely be developed on other sites in San Bernardino County, in other 
areas of  California, or  i n adj acent s tates w ithin t he Desert Southwest as  developers strive to 
provide renewable power t hat c omplies w ith ut ility r equirements and S tate and Feder al 
mandates. Construction and operation impacts to visual resources would occur at these other 
sites, and would likely contribute to cumulative visual impacts in those areas. 
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Alternative 7: No Project, Approve Solar Alternative 
Under this alternative, the BLM would not approve the proposed Stateline Solar facility, but 
would am end t he C DCA P lan t o al low for other solar projects on t he s ite.  A s a r esult, i t i s 
possible that another solar energy pr oject could be constructed on the site.  I f this were to 
occur, it is l ikely that the contribution to adverse cumulative impacts to visual resources would 
be similar to the contribution described for Alternative 1. 

 

4.18.12 Mitigation Measures 
Impacts to visual resources would be reduced by implementation of the following mitigation 
measures. 

 

MM-VR-1: The Applicant shall revegetate disturbed soil.  In order to specifically address visual 
concerns, the Decommissioning and Restoration plans shall include reclamation of the area of 
disturbed soils used for laydown, project construction, and siting of the other ancillary operation 
and s upport s tructures.  Revegetation s hall r e-establish t he pr e-existing c olors, t extures and 
form to the landscape and v isually i ntegrate i nto t he adj acent edges r emoving t he l ines of  
demarcation. 

 

MM-VR-2: The A pplicant s hall des ign and i nstall al l per manent ex terior l ighting and al l 
temporary construction lighting such that: (a) lamps and r eflectors are not visible f rom beyond 
the project site, including any off-site security buffer areas; (b) lighting does not cause 
excessive reflected glare; (c) illumination of the project and i ts immediate vicinity is minimized; 
and (d) the plan complies with local policies and ordinances.  The Applicant shall submit to the 
BLM and San Bernardino County for review and approval a lighting mitigation plan that includes 
the following:  

• Location and di rection of light f ixtures that take the lighting mitigation requirements into 
account;  

• Lighting design that considers setbacks of project features from the site boundary to aid 
in satisfying the lighting mitigation requirements;  

• Lighting shall incorporate fixture hoods/shielding, with light directed downward or toward 
the area to be illuminated;  

• Light fixtures that are visible from beyond the project boundary shall have cutoff angles 
that are sufficient to prevent lamps and r eflectors from being visible beyond the project 
boundary, except where necessary for security;  

• All lighting shall be of  minimum necessary brightness consistent with operational safety 
and security; and  

• Lights in high illumination areas not occupied on a continuous basis (such as 
maintenance platforms) shall have (in addi tion t o hoods ) s witches; timer s witches, or  
motion detectors so that the lights operate only when the area is occupied.  

 

MM-VR-3: The Applicant shall treat the surfaces of all Project structures and buildings visible to 
the public such that a) their colors minimize visual contrast by blending with the characteristic 
landscape colors; b) their colors and f inishes do not  create excessive glare; and c ) their colors 
and finishes are consistent with local policies and ordinances. The transmission line conductors 
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shall be non -specula and nonr eflective, and t he i nsulators s hall be nonr eflective and 
nonrefractive.  The Applicant shall comply with BLM requirements regarding appropriate 
surface t reatments f or P roject elements.  BLM’s c olor s hadow g ray s hall be us ed f or al l 
buildings and other structures unless otherwise directed by BLM when under development. 

Additional mitigation measures include: 

• Color treat the inverter (or combiner) boxes shadow gray from the BLM Environmental 
Color Chart, as has been done on previous PV projects in the area; 

• Use dark gray gravels or color treat the gravel surfaces with Permeon or other coloring 
agent – roads, exposed perimeter graveled surfaces, etc.; 

• Chain link fence shall be either powder coated, fused vinyl bonded coated dark green or 
black or acid etched/ washed; 

• PV panel supports and holding pins shall be powder coated, fused vinyl bonded coated 
dark green or black or acid etched/ washed to eliminate sun reflection (1,000-points-of-
glint effect). 

 

MM-VR-4: The Applicant shall use proper design fundamentals to reduce the visual contrast to 
the characteristic l andscape.  These i nclude pr oper s iting and l ocation; r eduction of  v isibility; 
repetition of form, l ine, c olor, and t exture of  t he l andscape; and r eduction of  unnec essary 
disturbance.  Design strategies to address these fundamentals shall be based on the following 
factors:  

• Earthwork: Select locations and al ignments t hat f it i nto t he l andforms t o m inimize t he 
size of cuts and fills.  

• Vegetation Manipulation: R etain as  m uch of  t he ex isting vegetation as  pos sible.  Use 
existing v egetation t o s creen t he dev elopment from publ ic v iewing.  Use s calloped, 
irregular cleared edges to reduce line contrast.  Use irregular clearing shapes to reduce 
form contrast.  Feather and thin the edges of cleared areas and retain a representative 
mix of plant species and sizes.  

• Structures: Minimize the number of structures and combine different activities in one 
structure.  Use natural, self-weathering materials and chemical t reatments on surfaces 
to reduce color contrast.  Bury all or part of the structure.  Use natural appearing forms 
to complement t he characteristic landscape.  Screen the s tructure f rom v iew by us ing 
natural land forms and vegetation.  Reduce the line contrast created by straight edges.  
Use road aggregate and concrete colors that match the color of the characteristic 
landscape surface.  Co-locate facilities within the same disturbed corridor.  

 

4.18.13 Residual Impacts After Mitigation 

Vegetation clearance and presence of infrastructure.  It is expected that even with effective 
implementation of  mitigation measures MM-VR-1, M M-VR-3, and M M-VR-4, the r esidual 
impacts associated with land scarring and vegetation clearance would remain for several years 
given the difficulty of successful revegetation in an arid environment.  In combination with the 
continued presence of solar arrays, transmission lines, and other project structures through the 
lifespan of the project, this would result in an unavoidable, long-term, adverse impact to visual 
resources.  

Night l ighting. In conjunction with both existing and reasonably foreseeable cumulative 
projects, the P roposed Action and al ternatives ar e not ex pected t o c reate a new  s ource of 
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substantial light that would adversely af fect ni ghttime v iews i n t he ar ea.  Specifically, m otion 
activated s afety and s ecurity l ighting i s t o be i nstalled at  the s ubstation, i nterconnection 
switchyard, and O&M building.  Furthermore, the effective implementation of the lighting control 
steps contained i n mitigation measure MM-VR-2 would ensure t hat night l ighting impacts are 
reduced to the degree feasible. 
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4.19 Water Resources 

4.19.1 Methodology for Analysis 
This section describes effects on water resources that would be caused by implementation of 
the proposed Stateline Solar Farm facility and alternatives. The following discussion addresses 
potential environmental impacts associated with implementation of the Proposed Action and 
recommends measures to reduce or avoid adverse impacts anticipated from construction, 
operation, and dec ommissioning of  t he pr oposed facility and alternatives. A discussion of 
cumulative impacts related to water resources is also included in this section. Impacts to water 
resources were identified based on t he predicted interaction between construction, operation, 
and decommissioning and the environmental setting. 

 

4.19.2 CEQA Significance Criteria 
The criteria listed below were used to determine the significance of impacts to water resources 
of the proposed facility pursuant to CEQA. These indicators are the same as the significance 
criteria for hydrology and water quality listed in the CEQA Environmental Checklist, Appendix G 
of the CEQA Guidelines.  

• WR-1: Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, create any 
substantial new sources of polluted runoff, or  ot herwise deg rade s urface w ater or  
groundwater quality;  

• WR-2: Substantially depl ete g roundwater s upplies or  i nterfere with groundwater 
recharge, such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the 
local groundwater table (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop 
to a level which would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits 
have been granted);  

• WR-3: Substantially al ter t he ex isting dr ainage pat tern of  t he s ite or  area, including 
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would result 
in substantial erosion or siltation on site or off site;  

• WR-4: Substantially al ter t he ex isting dr ainage pat tern of  t he s ite or  area, including 
through t he al teration of  t he c ourse of  a s tream or  river, or substantially increase the 
rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on site or off 
site;  

• WR-5: Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or 
planned stormwater dr ainage s ystems or pr ovide substantial additional sources of  
polluted runoff;  

• WR-6: Otherwise substantially degrade water quality;  

• WR-7: Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood 
Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map; 

• WR-8: Place w ithin a 100 -year f lood haz ard ar ea s tructures w hich would impede or 
redirect flood flows;  

• WR-9: Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving 
flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam; and 

• WR-10: Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow.  

For the proposed Stateline Solar Far m f acility, t he c riteria num bered W R-7 and W R-9 w ere 
determined to be inapplicable or would result in no i mpact and,  t herefore, are not  addressed 
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further i n t he i mpact anal ysis pr esented i n this section.  Regarding housing (Significance 
Criterion WR-7), the proposed facility would not include the construction of any residential units, 
and would not introduce new housing to the area.  Regarding flooding impacts associated with 
the failure of a levee or dam (Significance Criterion WR-9), there are no levees or dams located 
within pr oximity t o t he proposed site such that flooding hazards from possible failure would 
occur.  In addition, the Stateline site is not located within proximity to a body of water that could 
result in a seiche or tsunami such that inundation hazards would be i ntroduced; t herefore, in 
addressing potential i mpacts under  S ignificance C riterion W R-10, onl y t he pot ential f or 
inundation by mudflow is discussed. 

 

4.19.3 Alternative 1: Proposed Action 

4.19.3.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
This analysis of direct and indirect impacts for the Proposed Action is organized according to 
the following project phases: construction; operation and maintenance; and decommissioning.  

The proposed Stateline facility would be required to comply with all applicable water quality 
standards and waste discharge requirements, as presented in Section 3.19.2 of  t his draft 
EIS/EIR. Key standards and requirements relevant to water resources impacts of the Proposed 
Action include, but are not limited to, those listed below: 

• Acquisition of  B LM’s pr operty ow ner r ight t o pum p and us e groundwater t hrough 
issuance of a ROW grant. 

• Well construction permits from San Bernardino County. 

• Streambed A lteration Agreement from t he C alifornia D epartment of  Fi sh and G ame 
(CDFG). 

• Clean Water Act Section 404 permit from the United States Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE). 

• Clean Water Act Section 402 National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
General Permit for stormwater discharges associated w ith construction activities, 
including a S tormwater P ollution P revention P lan ( SWPPP) w ith Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) for stormwater management. 

• Clean Water Act Section 401 c ertification from the Lahontan Regional W ater Q uality 
Control Board (RWQCB). 

Mitigation measure MM-Water-1 ( Demonstrate Compliance with Water Quality Permits) 
requires the A pplicant t o dem onstrate c ompliance w ith al l appl icable per mitting r equirements 
prior to commencing construction, which will ensure that the proposed Stateline f acility is in  
compliance with all applicable w ater q uality permits and waste discharge requirements 
associated with construction, oper ation, and dec ommissioning ac tivities. T herefore, pot ential 
impacts associated with permit compliance are the same for al l three project phases, and are 
not addressed further in this discussion for Alternative 1. 

 

Construction 
Groundwater Supply and Recharge 
Approximately 1,900 acre-feet (ac-ft) of water would be needed dur ing the approximately 2 to 4 
year construction period, with the majority (approximately 1,045 ac-ft) of the construction water 
use occurring during the site preparation per iod of  t he f irst y ear.  W ater us es i nclude s oil 
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compaction, dust control, and sanitary needs. The peak daily water demand is estimated to be 
approximately 1. 5 m illion g allons per  day  (gpd).  The water would be obt ained f rom two new 
groundwater production wells; the primary well to be located on the southeastern corner of the 
facility, and the secondary well located approximately 4,250 feet west of facility.  The production 
wells would be 12 i nches in diameter and 670 f eet deep, with a s creened interval located at a 
depth of 430 to 630 f eet below ground surface.  The estimated pumping capacity for each well 
would be 1.5 million gpd, but only one well would produce at a t ime to generate the peak daily 
water dem and of  1. 5 m illion g pd ( i.e., t here would not  be a situation in which both wells are 
produced to exceed 1.5 million gpd). 

Should the water quality or availability from the primary production well be inadequate for the 
proposed uses, the Applicant would obtain water f rom the secondary well.  S hould the water 
quality or availability from t he s econdary w ell be i nadequate, the A pplicant w ould t reat the 
groundwater using a mobile, self-contained ion exchange or reverse osmosis unit.  The mobile 
units w ould be br ought t o t he s ite by flat-bed t ruck, w ould be s ituated w ithin t he T emporary 
Construction Area, and would be approximately the size of a 40 foot by 8 foot by 8 foot shipping 
container.  The t reated water may be us ed di rectly, or  could be bl ended with water s tored in 
temporary storage ponds to meet the desired water quality.  T he units would be operated and 
maintained by  an out side c ontractor.  T he uni ts w ould r equire r eplacement of filters 
approximately once per week, and the r everse os mosis m embrane onc e per  q uarter.  A ll 
wastes from the treatment units would be disposed of offsite by the contractor.  Disposal would 
be done in accordance with local, state, and Federal regulations. 

In addition t o t he pr oduction w ells, t hree g roundwater m onitoring w ells w ould be i nstalled t o 
evaluate potential impacts to groundwater availability and quality.  The monitoring wells would 
be approximately 220 feet deep. 

Construction of the proposed Stateline facility could af fect groundwater supply and r echarge if 
one of t he f ollowing oc curs: ( 1) t he af fected g roundwater bas in i s c urrently c haracterized by  
long-term ov erdraft c onditions; ( 2) c onstruction activities result in  lo ng-term ov erdraft 
conditions; (3) substantial drawdown occurs at groundwater wells in the area as a result of 
construction groundwater pumping; or (4) construction activities redirect natural recharge 
outside of  t he groundwater bas in, su ch as t hrough the introduction of i mpervious ar eas t hat 
prevent infiltration.  Each of these potential conditions is discussed below. 

 

Basin-Wide Overdraft 

Groundwater overdraft occurs when the quantity of  water removed from a groundwater basin 
exceeds the rate of recharge to that basin; this effect may be long-term, where substantial 
permanent new groundwater demands are introduced, or this effect may be short-term and 
seasonal, where new g roundwater dem ands ar e i ntroduced but  are temporary, such that the 
existing balance of groundwater removal and recharge is restored once the new demand 
ceases.  Drawdown occurs when groundwater pumping at one well lowers the aquifer level 
such t hat ot her w ells i n t he v icinity ex perience an i ncreased dept h to groundwater, requiring 
greater energy to draw the same volume of water from affected wells. Overdraft and drawdown 
conditions can be temporary and of varying duration, depending upon the intensity and duration 
of activities which c ause s uch c onditions t o oc cur; f or ex ample, t he i ntroduction of  i ntensive 
pumping activities at an existing well may cause localized overdraft conditions and/or drawdown 
effects, and such effects would cease to occur once the intensive pumping is also ceased.  
Drawdown c an al so be ex acerbated i f developments on t he s urface s ubstantially r educe 
infiltration rates, and therefore reduce groundwater recharge rates 

In desert regions, estimation of groundwater recharge from precipitation is the controlling factor 
in es timating t he bal ance of  g roundwater av ailable for dev elopment i n a g iven bas in w ithout 
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causing di rect i mpacts.  Several studies have been done in Ivanpah Valley to estimate the 
amount of recharge occurring in the area.  The recharge calculations require that assumptions 
be m ade r egarding t he l ateral l imits of  t he g roundwater bas in, av erage i nfiltration r ates, and 
average evaporation rates.  The Applicant has c alculated a recharge value for the basin of 
6,200 acre-feet per year (ac-ft/yr) (First Solar 2011), which is the same value estimated by 
BrightSource for the adjacent Ivanpah SEGS project (BLM 2010a). 

Estimates of recharge in the Ivanpah Valley Groundwater Basin by various authors range from 
1,275 to 6,538 ac-ft/yr.  The earliest estimate by Glancy (1,607 ac-ft/yr; 1968) was made using 
generalized s tatewide precipitation maps, and t he l ateral ex tent of  t he bas in w as 
underestimated.  T he es timate by  Moore ( 1,275 ac -ft/yr; 1968)  us ed a g eneral r elationship 
between altitude and precipitation, and c an onl y be c onsidered a r ough es timate.  A  s imilar 
relationship was used by Geomega (2000) in calculating a rate of  2,845 ac-ft/yr.  An estimate 
by ENSR (2007) of 2,608 ac-ft/yr used the same lateral extent as Glancy, and therefore 
similarly underestimated recharge. 

An estimate of 5,800 ac-ft/yr made by Donovan and Katzer (2000) was evaluated by BLM in the 
analysis of water balance in the Ivanpah SEGS EIS (BLM 2010a).  BLM reviewed that analysis, 
and agreed that the altitude/precipitation relationship and watershed estimates appeared to be 
reasonable.  BLM and the California Energy Commission independently calculated the recharge 
rate for the Ivanpah SEGS EIS using precipitation data from the U.S. Department of Agriculture 
(USDA) Geospatial Data Gateway, PRISM Group ( Oregon S tate U niversity). W atershed and 
subwatershed data was obtained from the USDA Geospatial Data Gateway: 12 digit hydrologic 
unit. This di gitized information w as imported i nto the Energy Commission’s GIS t o calculate 
standard Maxey-Eakin method estimates of recharge. Because the Maxey-Eakin method 
applies a recharge efficiency f actor for a given category of precipitation (i.e., a precipitation 
range w ith an upper  and lower limit), the E nergy C ommission used t hese upper  and l ower 
precipitation limits to develop a range of potential recharge. The Energy Commission estimated 
this recharge to be bet ween 5, 223 t o 6, 538 ac-ft/yr, and t his v alue w as us ed by  B LM t o 
evaluate potential groundwater impacts associated with the Ivanpah SEGS project.   

A comparison of the groundwater recharge rate and potential basin pump rates from all wells in 
Ivanpah Valley is shown in Table 4.19-1.  As shown in this table, the total water balance in the 
basin would s till be positive, even under  A lternative 1,  in t he r ange of  530 to 1, 845 ac-ft/yr.  
Given that the analysis used worst case pump rates, it is likely that the balance is much higher. 

Table 4.19-1. Ivanpah Valley Groundwater Basin Balance during Construction 
User Distance from Proposed 

Action 
Pump Rate1 

 
Proposed Stateline facility 0 miles 1,045 ac-ft/yr2 
Primm Casinos (WP-5 and 
WP-6) 

7,900 to 9,600 feet 860 ac-ft/yr3 
 

Primm Valley Golf Course 
(Colosseum 1, Colosseum 2, 
PVGC-7, PVGC-8, and PVGC-
9) 

9,100 to 10,850 feet 1,800 ac-ft/yr4 

Ivanpah SEGS 14,350 feet 100 ac-ft/yr5 
Molycorp 17 miles 878 ac-ft/yr6 
Desert 18 miles 50 ac-ft/yr3 
Nipton 24 miles 30 ac-ft/yr3 

 
Silver State Solar 7 miles 200 ac-ft/yr (future construction) and 21 ac-ft/yr 

(operations)7 
Jean and Jean Lake Valley >10 miles 740 -ft/yr3 
Industrial Water Use >10 miles 150 ac-ft/yr3 
Other Mining Unknown 400 ac-ft/yr3 
Community of Goodsprings >10 miles 120 ac-ft/yr3 
Domestic Water Use Various locations 40 ac-ft/yr3 
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Table 4.19-1. Ivanpah Valley Groundwater Basin Balance during Construction 
Total Extraction 6,413 ac-ft/yr 
Recharge From Precipitation 5,223 to 6,538 ac-ft/yr8 
Recharge From Returns 1,720 ac-ft/yr9 
Total Recharge 6,943 to 8,258 ac-ft/yr 
Water Balance 530 to 1,845 ac-ft/yr 
1 Includes users in both north and south Ivanpah Valley.  Pump rate is maximum permitted pump rate, which 
would remain the same regardless of the use of the water.   
2 This represents the highest possible annual use assuming a 2 year construction period, and 55% of all 
construction water used during the first year of construction.  This is the most conservative value of those used in 
the Applicant’s analyses (West Yost 2012a). 
3 Source: West Yost 2012a 
4 Source: Permitted value from Broadbent 2012 
5 Source: BLM 2010a.  It is assumed the phase of construction requiring the greatest water use for Ivanpah SEGS 
would be completed by the time Stateline begins construction.  Therefore, this rate is the estimated annual 
operation rate. 
6 Source: San Bernardino County 2010.  The wells are currently inactive, but have historically pumped up to 1,200 
ac-ft/yr.  The 2010 Mitigated Negative Declaration assumes a potential maximum freshwater use rate of 525 gpm, 
which equates to 847 ac-ft/yr if pumped all year.  The largest portion of this would likely be accessed from 
Molycorp’s Shadow Valley wells, so 847 ac-ft/yr from the Ivanpah Well Field is an overestimate.  Molycorp’s well 
could also be used as a source of water to support the Calnev pipeline construction, at a maximum amount of 31 
ac-ft in less than a year.  This water use would likely be concurrent with Proposed Action construction.  The total 
estimate for the Molycorp wells is therefore 847 ac-ft/yr plus 31 ac-ft/yr, or 878 ac0ft/yr. 
7 Source: BLM 2010b (Silver State Solar EIS).  Since construction date is unknown, the total extraction calculation 
assumes construction would be concurrent with Stateline. 
8 Range estimated from BLM 2010a.  Applicant’s estimate is 6,200 ac-ft/yr (West Yost 2012a) 
9 Returns occur in infiltration ponds at Primm, at the Bighorn Power Plant, and through infiltration at the Primm 
Valley Golf Course, but determination of return volumes is difficult.  Return volumes used are a conservative 
estimate as reported in West Yost 2012a. 

 

Local Drawdown 

Although the analysis above shows that the total recharge in Ivanpah Valley is sufficient to 
support all current and reasonably foreseeable future uses, it also shows that a large amount of 
the c urrent and f uture us age oc curs w ithin a l imited ar ea of  t he bas in t o t he s outhwest of 
Primm.  The wells f or t he two largest water users in t he bas in (Primm and t he Primm Valley 
Golf Course), as well as the Ivanpah SEGS groundwater well, are all within less than 3 miles of 
the wells f or t he Proposed Action.  In all, more than 4,000 ac-ft/yr (almost 61 percent) of the 
total 6, 584 ac -ft/yr withdrawn in the basin would be withdrawn from this limited area of the 
basin.  A lso note that a large portion of  the returns in the basin occurs at Primm, so although 
withdrawal is focused near the P roposed A ction s ite, t he r eturns ar e l ocated el sewhere.  
Therefore, although the basin as a w hole can likely support the groundwater withdrawal rates, 
there is likely to be local groundwater level decline. 

Drawdown or  a dec rease i n g roundwater l evels due to groundwater pumping can result in 
adverse impacts when the pumping results in lower groundwater levels in nearby wells. These 
impacts c an be bot h s hort- and l ong-term. Interference or drawdown c an r esult i n i ncreased 
pumping lifts and declines in well productivity. Mitigation of these impacts could require costly 
modifications including the cost of lowering pumps, the c ost of  deepeni ng a w ell, and w ell 
redevelopment costs. Substantial increases in pumping lift can also cause substantial increases 
in energy costs. 

It should be noted that, even without implementation of the Stateline project, groundwater levels 
in t he nearby production wells are known to fluctuate based on natural precipitation rates, as 
well as groundwater withdrawal f rom t he w ells.  The C ounty has proposed t o es tablish 
Groundwater Extraction Significance C riteria t o det ermine whether pot ential i mpacts t o water 
volume or quality are occurring, and to act as triggers for corrective action if criteria are 
exceeded (Reeder 2007).  Although these criteria have not been f inalized, they are used as a 
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basis for comparison in Primm’s reports to the County (Broadbent 2009; Broadbent 2012), so 
are referred to in this analysis as tentative significance criteria.  For the Primm Valley Golf 
Course, the Colosseum wells act as primary extraction wells, and the Primm Valley Golf Course 
(PVGC) wells are used as back-up wells.  Water levels and conductance are measured in each 
well, and reports are filed with the County. 

The Annual Report for 2011 (Broadbent 2012)  pr ovides t he hi storical dat a f or al l wells.  The 
trend in water level in Colosseum wells 1 and 2 s how a dec lining t rend s ince measurements 
were first reported in 1997.  In 1997, the water depth in Colosseum 1 was reported to be in the 
range of 275 feet deep.  Annual measurements since 2000 show declines from a depth of 
about 286 feet in 2000 t o 291 f eet i n 2011.   Measurements i n C olosseum 2 s how a s imilar 
decline from a dept h of  about  294 f eet i n 2000 t o 298 f eet i n 2011.   The Broadbent (2012) 
report notes that water levels in all wells are still 11 to 19 feet above the tentative significance 
criteria.  However, the data show that local declines do occur, and appear to be associated with 
continued production. 

The Applicant has conducted modeling of g roundwater w ithdrawal t o es timate t he i mpact of  
Stateline S olar Far m g roundwater w ithdrawal on g roundwater l evels i n near by w ells.  The 
modeling was conducted using a 2-year construction period scenario and a 4-year construction 
period scenario.  Of these, the two year analysis is the more conservative because it 
concentrates a greater volume of withdrawal into a shorter time period. 

The Applicant’s analysis included evaluation of t he drawdown associated with 100 per cent of  
pumping from the primary well, as well as 100 percent of pumping from the secondary well, and 
therefore acts as a conservative impact scenario for all other wells in the area.  The analysis 
assumed that 55 percent of the water production (1,045 ac-ft) would occur in the first year of 
construction, and 45 percent (855 ac-ft) would occur in the second year. 

The locations of the wells would be t he same under Alternatives 1,  3,  and 4, so the modeling 
analysis for the Proposed Action is also applicable to Alternatives 3 and 4.   The well locations 
would be different under Alternative 2, so a separate model was conducted to evaluate potential 
drawdown f or t hat s cenario.  T he l ocations of  t he w ells relative to existing wells is  s hown in  
Figure 4.19-1, and the relative distances are provided in Table 4.19-2 below. 

Table 4.19-2. Distances Between Groundwater Production Wells (feet) 
 Alternatives 1, 3, and 4 Alternative 2 

Well Primary Well Secondary Well North Well 
(Primary) 

South Well 
(Back-up) 

WP-5 9,625 5,750 9,625 19,775 
WP-6 7,700 5,000 7,700 17,500 
Colosseum 1 9,100 13,500 9,100 5,600 
Colosseum 2 10,850 15,500 10,850 4,900 
Ivanpah SEGS 14,350 14,500 14,350 10,850 

 

The results of  t he Applicant’s analysis indicate that g roundwater level dec lines in t he primary 
well scenario would be: 1.53 feet in WP-5, 1.77 feet in WP-6, 0.55 feet at Ivanpah SEGS, 1.00 
feet at C olosseum 1,  and 0.63 feet at  C olosseum 2.   Groundwater l evel dec lines i n the 
secondary well scenario would be: 3.18 feet in W P-5, 3.10 feet in W P-6, 0.74 feet at Ivanpah 
SEGS, 0.57 feet at Colosseum 1, and 0.51 feet at Colosseum 2 (West Yost 2012b).  As shown 
in the annual report for the Primm Valley Golf Course (Broadbent 2012), long-term declines in 
these wells have already r anged f rom 4 t o 5 f eet.  H owever, t he w ater l evel i n eac h of  t he 
Colosseum w ells i s m ore t han 11 f eet abov e t he tentative County significance criteria.  
Therefore, the additional decline provided by the Stateline wells would be an adverse impact, 
but their contribution would be minor compared to that of the other wells. 



DESERT STATELINE SOLAR FARM PROJECT 
4.19 WATER RESOURCES 

 

NOVEMBER 2012 4.19-7 DRAFT EIS/EIR 
 

The Applicant has developed a Groundwater Monitoring and Reporting Plan (West Yost 2012b) 
to f ulfill t he r equirements of  t he S an B ernardino County groundwater monitoring pr ogram 
guidelines.  Implementation of the plan would be required as part of mitigation measure MM-
Water-3.  The plan addresses installation of three monitoring wells, specification of a monitoring 
network, means to establish bas eline g roundwater c onditions, dat a t o be c ollected i n t he 
program, and m eans t o c ompare c ollected dat a t o bas eline dat a.  T he pl an also provides 
interim significance criteria that the Applicant proposes to use for the first five years, and which 
would then be updated based on information collected during the first five year period. 

The Applicant’s Groundwater Monitoring and Reporting Plan proposes a provisional 
significance criterion to be used to evaluate groundwater level impacts.  The proposed criterion 
is based on a 20 pe rcent increase over the simulated drawdown at a distance of 1.5 miles from 
the pr imary well.   The distance of  1.5 miles is the distance between the pr imary well and t he 
nearest existing groundwater production well, WP-6.  The baseline simulation of a drawdown of 
0.23 feet is based on the predicted drawdown following four years of construction and one year 
of oper ations.  I f t he monitoring pr ogram doc uments a dr awdown t hat ex ceeds t he criterion, 
then the Applicant would mitigate the decline through use of the secondary well.  I f drawdown 
associated with the secondary well also exceeds the criterion, the Applicant would be r equired 
to implement groundwater treatment. 

The following mitigation m easures would hel p to ens ure that basin overdraft and offsite 
drawdown of more than 5 feet do not occur.  Mitigation measure MM-Water-2 would require the 
Applicant t o dev elop a W ater S upply C ontingency P lan t hat w ould be implemented if their 
proposed water withdrawal were found to be c ausing unacceptable adverse impacts. Measure 
MM-Water-3 would require monitoring to ensure that no impacts occur, and response actions to 
be taken if certain water level or water quality triggers are met.   Measures MM-Water-4 and 
MM-Water-5 w ould s eek t o ens ure t hat t he dev elopment on the surface uses pervious 
groundcover and is otherwise designed to maximize groundwater infiltration.  Measure MM-
Water-6 would require employee training on w ater conservation in order to reduce the volume 
of water use by the project. 

 

Surface Water and Drainage Patterns 
The impact of the Proposed Action on surface water and drainage patterns would be the same 
under construction, operations and maintenance, and decommissioning.  This is because any 
potential impact would be associated with vegetation removal, site grading, implementation of 
debris and sediment basins, and ex istence of  i nfrastructure on t he pr oject s ite.  O nce 
vegetation r emoval, g rading, and bas in c onstruction i s c ompleted dur ing ear ly phas es of 
construction, potential i mpacts of  t he f acility on s tormwater f low w ould r emain t he s ame 
throughout t he r emainder of  t he c onstruction per iod, and i nto t he oper ations and 
decommissioning period.  Therefore, this analysis is presented here under construction, but is 
not repeated for operations and decommissioning of the Proposed Action. 

The Proposed Action would be l ocated on an active alluvial fan system characterized by 
numerous ephemeral dr ainages t hat onl y f low dur ing s ubstantial pr ecipitation ev ents.  Most 
precipitation falling on the fan itself infiltrates, or moves downgradient as sheet flow across the 
fan.  Precipitation occurring in the Clark Mountains upgradient of the project site is conveyed 
through the alluvial fan wash channels. 

Impacts associated with development on an alluvial fan system can include flash flood damage 
to unprotected site structures, increased soil erosion onsite and in downgradient areas due to 
increase in stormwater flow rates or concentration of flow, increased potential for flood damage 
to dow ngradient s tructures, and i ncreased s edimentation i n dow ngradient ar eas.  Several 
features of general project development can affect these potential impacts, as follows: 
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• Onsite flood damage can be caused by the placement of unprotected structures directly 
into stormwater flow pathways.  For most development projects, this potential is reduced 
or eliminated by identifying the floodplain and avoiding placement of structures within it.  
However, on alluvial f ans, av oidance i s di fficult bec ause f low pat hs m igrate r andomly 
due to channel switching.  Large-scale features can tend to be more permanent and can 
be avoided; reducing the risk of damage, but any location can be affected, even if there 
is no appearance of recent flow in the area. 

• Soil erosion rates can be i ncreased by causing an i ncrease in stormwater flow velocity.  
Development projects can increase stormwater flow velocity in three primary ways: 
constricting the f low pat hway, i ncreasing t he r unoff v olume, or  dec reasing t he 
roughness of  t he r unoff s urface.  C onstriction of  f low pat hways can oc cur i f facility 
structures ar e pl aced w ithin t he pat hway.  T his would not only increase the flood 
damage risk to that structure, but would increase stormwater velocities downgradient of 
the structure, leading to increased erosion and f lood damage potential in downgradient 
areas. 

Increases in runoff volume would generally oc cur i f t he dev elopment c reated 
impermeable surfaces such as  compacted soil, r ooftops, asphalt, or  concrete.  These 
surfaces can eliminate the potential for precipitation to infiltrate into the subsurface, thus 
increasing the volume of water that must leave the site through surface-based runoff. 

Roughness of the runoff surface affects the rate at which surface water can flow on the 
surface.  The primary affect f rom dev elopment pr ojects i s t he r emoval of  v egetation.  
The presence of  v egetation i n an ar ea g enerally s lows s urface w ater f low r ates, s o 
removal of  v egetation t ends t o dec rease roughness, therefore increasing stormwater 
flow rates. 

• Any increase in erosion in an ar ea must lead, by definition, to an increase in sediment 
content in a downgradient area.  Increased sediment can damage downgradient roads 
or s tructures, dec rease water q uality i n downgradient water bodies, or cause adverse 
changes in vegetation or wildlife habitat.  A specific concern of BLM in Ivanpah Valley is 
the potential for alluvial fan-based dev elopments t o increase ei ther er osion of  
sedimentation r ates on I vanpah Dry Lake, t hus af fecting t he q uality of  the surface f or 
recreational use such as wind sailing. 

Being located on an ac tive al luvial f an, t he pr oposed S tateline f acility c ould pot entially be 
affected by , or  could cause, any  of  t he impacts described above.  The pr oject would include 
obstruction of existing stormwater flow pathways, removal of vegetation, compaction of soil, and 
installation of  i mpervious s urfaces.  If not  addr essed t hrough pr oject des ign, r egulatory 
compliance, and mitigation measures, these activities could expose the new facility to flood 
damage, and could affect structures, wildlife, and recreational land uses in areas downgradient 
of the facility. 

To address these potential impacts, the Applicant has conducted hydrologic modeling to predict 
stormwater f low c onditions, des igned t he P roposed A ction t o i ncorporate pr otective features, 
and t hen i ncluded t hese pr otective f eatures i n addi tional m odeling t o v erify t hat t hey w ould 
protect both the facility and t he downgradient areas.  As discussed in Chapter 2, the Applicant 
contacted BLM in 2009 to discuss their proposed modeling methodology and assumptions, and 
to verify that they would be acceptable for BLM’s analysis in this draft EIS/EIR. 

The design f eatures associated with stormwater management were discussed in Chapter 2, 
and are summarized again below: 

• Avoidance of D rainage C hannels.  The Applicant’s i nitial s ite i nvestigations 
determined that two major drainage channels pass through the Project Study Area south 
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of Metamorphic Hill.  T he presence of Metamorphic Hill in the middle of the alluvial fan 
results in channeling of stormwater around the feature, primarily to its south.  Therefore, 
the Applicant has proposed their site location to the north and east of Metamorphic Hill, 
avoiding these two major drainages.  This design meets the requirements of  mitigation 
measure MM-Water-7. 

• Debris Basins.  The entire upstream perimeter of  the proposed facility would be l ined 
with debris basins.  Stormwater entering the facility from upgradient would enter the 
debris basins, be slowed, and then be released as sheet flow across the PV array area. 
The basins would be constructed with a 3:1 rip-rap lined slope on the upgradient end, 
and a 4: 1 slope on t he downgradient end. The Applicant proposes that the bottom and 
downgradient surfaces of the basin would c onsist of  c ompacted s oil. H owever, as  
required i n M itigation Measures MM-Water-8, t he downgradient s urface would r equire 
armoring to prevent erosion as water is released during storm events.  

• Grading of P V arrays.  To minimize t he pot ential f or er osional f low w ithin t he ar ray 
area, the entire site would have its vegetation removed, and would be graded to a f lat 
surface.  The grading would promote sheet flow and minimize the potential for erosional 
channels to develop.  Site inspections would be performed to identify any scour or r ills 
that develop, and these would be restored to a flat surface. 

• Sediment Basins.  The downstream perimeter of the proposed facility would be lined 
with sediment basins.  The purpose of the basins w ould be to slow stormwater f low 
leaving the site, and to capture any additional sediment generated by the site as a result 
of vegetation removal. 

• Silt Fence and Fi ber Rolls.  Silt f encing and f iber r olls w ould be us ed t o s low 
stormwater f low and c apture s ediment dur ing c onstruction, especially in the period 
before the debris and sediment basins are completed.  During facility construction, the 
facility would be required, under mitigation measure MM-Water-8 and the Clean Water 
Act, to develop and implement a Construction SWPPP.  The SWPPP would include 
designation of standard BMPs to be followed, design and c onstruction of  stormwater 
management structures, and us e of  erosion protection materials such as silt fence and 
fiber rolls.  Although primarily intended for protection of downgradient water quality, the 
Construction S WPPP w ould al so as sist i n m aintaining s tormwater f low pat hways and 
drainage patterns. 

• Internal Road System and Wash Crossings.  Roads within the facility would vary in 
width and type of c onstruction.  T he f inal w idth and s urfacing m aterials w ould be 
determined during final engineering design, in accordance with recommendations of the 
Final G eotechnical R eport.  R oads w ould be c onstructed f rom c ompacted nat ive s oil, 
compacted soil with palliatives, compacted native soil with gravel cover, and/or asphalt, 
depending on l ocation and planned use.  At locations where roads cross washes, 
cement f ord c rossings w ould be i nstalled.  T he w idth and t hickness of  each crossing 
would be determined on a site-specific basis, depending on the size of the wash. 

 

The Applicant per formed hy drologic m odeling f or t he P roposed A ction ( Taney E ngineering 
2011a) and f or t he bi furcated pr oject f ootprint ev aluated i n A lternative 2 ( Taney Engineering 
2011b).  Although modeling was not conducted specifically for Alternatives 3 and 4, the location 
of these alternatives with respect to stormwater c hannels is approximately the same as  the 
Proposed Action, and therefore the results of that modeling are judged to be applicable to those 
alternatives. 
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The modeling was conducted using the Synthetic Unit Hydrograph Method to determine peak 
runoff velocities and volumes for the 1.2 year, 10 year, 25 year, and 100 year 24-hour storm 
events.  Input data included the following: 

• Precipitation rates for eac h scenario w ere estimated using the N ational Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Atlas 14, Volume 1. 

• The drainage subbasins providing stormwater flow into the project area from upgradient 
areas were developed using U SGS t opographic m aps and c ommercially av ailable 
topographic surveys. 

• The infiltration rates were estimated using the Soil Conservation Service Curve Number 
Method, with curve numbers determined using soil types and vegetation cover types 
specified in the San Bernardino County Hydrology Manual. 

• The Antecedent Moisture Condition values were selected based on the San Bernardino 
County Hydrology Manual. 

The modeling effort identified six drainage subbasins totaling more than 23,000 acres providing 
stormwater flow into the project area.  The resulting f low rate calculations are shown in Table 
4.19-3. 

 
Table 4.19-3. Comparison of Existing and Post-Development Flow Rates, Proposed Action 

Sub-
Basin 

Existing Flow Rates 
(cubic feet per second) 

Post-Development Flow Rates 
(cubic feet per second) 

 1.2 yr 10 yr 25 yr 100 yr 1.2 yr 10 yr 25 yr 100 yr 
1 550 2,610 3,538 5,674 559 2,625 3,555 5,684 
2 424 2,311 3,162 5,215 443 2,344 3,199 5,236 
3 547 3,133 4,300 7,215 558 3,160 4,330 7,233 
4 280 1,602 2,213 3,742 285 1,615 2,227 3,752 
5 326 1,884 2,597 4,381 333 1,897 2,612 4,390 
6 419 2,346 3,229 5,420 419 2,346 3,229 5,420 

Average Percentage Change in Flow Rate +2.02% +0.74% +0.58% +0.21% 
 

The flow rates presented in Table 4.19-3 s how t hat, on av erage, t he dev elopment of  t he 
Proposed Action would increase flow rates in the subbasins by a maximum of about 2 percent.  
In general, the reason that the development would have such a limited effect on flow rates is 
because stormwater velocities would be deliberately slowed by the use of the debris and 
sediment bas ins.  B ased on t hese r esults, t he Proposed Action would not be s ubjected t o 
increased potential for flood damage, and would not modify erosion or sedimentation rates in 
downstream areas. 

Maintaining these results depends on continued operation of the debris and sediment basins as 
they are designed to operate.  Mitigation measure MM-Water-9 would require the Applicant to 
implement t heir S torm W ater Management P lan ( First S olar 2012k ), which specifies how the 
debris and sediment basins w ould be des igned, i nspected, and m aintained t o ensure their 
continued operation.  BLM has reviewed the design of the basins on the Applicant’s site plans, 
the proposed methods for inspection and m aintenance in the Storm Water Management Plan, 
and the methodologies and input parameters for the hydrologic modeling, and concludes that 
the Proposed Action would not be subjected to increased potential for flood damage, and would 
not modify erosion or sedimentation rates in downstream areas. 
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Stormwater Drainage Systems 
Similar t o t he di scussion of  s urface w ater and drainage pattern impacts, t he i mpact of  t he 
Proposed Action on stormwater drainage systems would be the same under construction, 
operations and m aintenance, and dec ommissioning.  T his i s bec ause any potential impact 
would be associated with modification of stormwater flow pathways, volumes, or velocities, and 
these modifications w ould oc cur dur ing i nitial s tages of  c onstruction and be m aintained 
throughout the operations and decommissioning periods.  Therefore, this analysis is presented 
here under  c onstruction, but  i s not  r epeated for oper ations and dec ommissioning of  t he 
Proposed Action. 

No designed stormwater drainage system currently exists in the area of the proposed Stateline 
facility s ite.  Implementation of the P roposed A ction w ould i nclude c onstruction of  dr ainage 
systems including debr is bas ins, sediment basins, and culverts on t he pr oject s ite i tself to 
protect onsite facilities and ens ure that stormwater released downstream of the facility mimics 
pre-development conditions.  The project would not include construction or modification of any 
stormwater systems either upgradient or downgradient of the facility.  T herefore, the proposed 
facility would not have the potential to create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the 
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems and,  t herefore, no m itigation 
measures are required to address potential ef fects to existing or planned stormwater drainage 
systems. 

 

Flood Hazard Areas 
Similar t o t he discussion of  drainage pat tern and dr ainage system impacts, the impact of the 
Proposed A ction as sociated w ith f lood haz ard ar eas w ould be t he s ame under  construction, 
operations and m aintenance, and dec ommissioning.  T his i s bec ause any potential impact 
would be associated with modification of stormwater flow pathways, volumes, or velocities, and 
these modifications w ould oc cur dur ing i nitial s tages of  c onstruction and be m aintained 
throughout the operations and decommissioning periods.  Therefore, this analysis is presented 
here under  c onstruction, but  i s not  r epeated f or operations and dec ommissioning of  t he 
Proposed Action. 

The Proposed Action w ould be l ocated i n Feder al E mergency M anagement A gency ( FEMA) 
Zone D, which is c lassified as  an ar ea w here f lood haz ards hav e not  been m apped ( FEMA 
2008).   A lthough a f lood hazard analysis has not been conducted by FEMA for this area, the 
hydrologic study and modeling completed by the Applicant (Taney Engineering 2011a) included 
calculation of the potential for scour to destabilize structures constructed on the site. 

The scour analysis was conducted for the 100 year flood scenario, and included an analysis of 
the project area without implementation of upstream debris basins, and then with 
implementation of upstream debris basins.  The analysis demonstrated that, without stormwater 
management, scour depths of up t o 4.1 feet could occur around the support posts of the solar 
arrays.  This depth of scour would not be large enough to destabilize the arrays because of the 
depth of installation of the supports, and the fact that each array is supported by multiple posts.  
The scour calculation for the post-development condition, which would include debris basins to 
slow stormwater and release it as sheet flow across the solar array area, would be 
approximately 2 feet in depth.  Again, this depth would not be high enough to destabilize site 
structures.  The Applicant’s Storm Water Management Plan includes provisions to inspect the 
site following storm events, and any scour of this magnitude would be found and corrected. 
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Water Quality 
Surface Water 

Construction of the proposed facility would include implementation of a Construction SWPPP, in 
compliance with m itigation measures MM-Water-8 and S ection 402 of  t he CWA (see Section 
3.19.2.1 of this draft EIS/EIR), which specifies BMPs to minimize and/or avoid potential impacts 
associated with stormwater runoff.  The SWPPP would incorporate standard BMPs to protect 
water q uality and av oid adv erse ef fects of  pr oject c onstruction on surface water quality, 
including BMPs t o pr event dr ainage pat tern al terations to result in adverse ef fects to surface 
waters. 

There i s a potential f or c onstruction of  t he pr oposed f acility t o c ontribute s ources of polluted 
runoff if an accidental leak or r elease of  har mful m aterials were t o occur dur ing construction 
activities.  The Applicant has developed an Emergency Response and Hazardous Materials 
Management Plan (First Solar 2012b), as required by mitigation measure MM-PH&S-2, which 
includes identification of all hazardous materials that would be used, stored, or transported at 
the s ite; es tablishes inspection procedures, s torage r equirements, s torage q uantity l imits, 
inventory control, non-hazardous product substitutes, and disposition of excess materials; and 
requirements for notices to federal and l ocal emergency response authorities.  The hazardous 
materials t o be us ed ar e l isted i n T able 2-1, and i nclude pet roleum f uels, t ransformer oi l, 
hydraulic f luid, and s oil stabilizers.  Secondary c ontainment would be pr ovided f or al l on -site 
hazardous materials and w aste s torage, including f uel.  I n par ticular, f uel s torage ( for 
construction vehicles and equipment) would be a temporary activity occurring only for as long 
as is needed t o support construction activities.  I n addition, the Applicant would site all fueling, 
hazardous m aterials storage ar eas, and oper ation and m aintenance ac tivities i nvolving 
hazardous materials at l east 100 f eet aw ay f rom bl ue-line dr ainages as  i dentified on U .S. 
Geological S urvey (USGS) topography m aps and w etlands.  Similar protective measures, 
training, and reporting would be required as part of mitigation measure MM-Water-10. 

With compliance with regulatory requirements and implementation of mitigation measures MM-
PH&S-2, MM -Water-8, and M M-Water-10, pot ential i mpacts as sociated w ith t he c reation of  
polluted runoff would be minimized and/or avoided. 

 

Groundwater 

Groundwater quality could potentially be impacted by the Proposed Action in two ways: release 
of contaminants to groundwater, or mobilization of existing poor quality groundwater. 

For t he f irst of t hese, t he m anagement of  hazardous m aterials and f uels dur ing c onstruction 
would be the same as discussed above for surface water.  The regulatory requirements, 
mitigation measures (specifically, MM-PH&S-2 and MM-Water-10), and management plans that 
would minimize the potential f or r elease of  c ontaminants t o s urface w ater w ould al so be 
effective in minimizing the potential for their release to groundwater.  Given the depth to 
groundwater at the site (approximately 200 feet), it is highly unlikely that any release of fuel or 
hazardous m aterials on t he s urface c ould r each g roundwater.  A ny r eleases w ould l ikely be 
very s mall i n v olume, and w ould be i dentified and r emediated bef ore t hey c ould migrate the 
large di stance t o g roundwater.  T herefore, c ontamination of groundwater by  t he r elease of  
contaminants is very unlikely. 

The A pplicant’s pr oposed us e of  a t emporary s eptic t ank and l each f ield s ystem for the 
construction of fice ar ea c ould pot entially hav e an adv erse i mpact on soil, surface water, or 
groundwater quality.  M itigation m easure M M-Water-12 w ould r equire t hat t he A pplicant us e 
portable toilet facilities throughout the project site during construction. 
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Mobilization of existing poor quality groundwater is a potential concern for the Proposed Action.  
As discussed in Section 3.19, groundwater quality in the Ivanpah basin decreases with depth, 
and w ith proximity to the D ry Lak e due t o ev aporation and c oncentration of  s alts. T otal 
Dissolved Solids (TDS) concentrations range from 300 to 500 milligrams per liter (mg/L) in most 
of the basin, but evaporation at the Dry Lak e bed has  r esulted i n T DS concentrations i n t he 
center of  t he D ry Lak e as  hi gh as  50, 000 m g/L.  For comparison, EPA has  es tablished a 
National Secondary Drinking Water Regulation for TDS of 500 mg/L. 

This variation in groundwater quality in the basin can present a concern when groundwater 
withdrawal wells are placed near the Dry Lake bed.  Groundwater withdrawal creates a cone of 
depression ar ound eac h pum ping well, r esulting i n t he well dr awing i n water from depth and 
from surrounding areas.  This effect, very common in coastal areas near salt water bodies, can 
result in drawing poor quality water into areas previously occupied by high quality water.  The 
effect c an be temporary, with f resh water r eturning t o t he aq uifer when pum ping w ells ar e 
turned o ff.  I n ot her c ases the i mpact can be l ong-term, if salts from t he poor  q uality w ater 
remain in the aquifer. 

This effect has been documented in the area of the Proposed Action.  Broadbent (2002) reports 
that TDS concentrations in the PVGC wells increased immediately after the wells were first 
pumped in 1995.  By 1998, the golf course had procured the Colosseum wells to provide better 
water quality, and had substantially reduced pumping from the PVGC wells.  W ithin two years, 
the T DS c oncentrations i n PVGC-7 and P VGC-8 had dr opped t o or iginal l evels ag ain, 
apparently due to recovery of the original groundwater gradient and inflow of fresher water from 
the recharge areas higher on the alluvial fan. 

A similar trend was noted in the Primm wells WP-5 and WP-6.  There appears to be a direct 
positive correlation between pumping rate and TDS c oncentrations i n t hese w ells, w ith T DS 
concentrations r ising as  pum p r ates i ncrease.  This would be consistent with withdrawal of  
water from depth or from the direction of the Dry Lake.  However, TDS concentrations decrease 
again once pumping is reduced.  This trend suggests that detrimental effects to groundwater 
quality as a result of withdrawal are not permanent (Broadbent 2002).  This trend also suggests 
that the radius of influence of the withdrawal of these wells is of a s ize to extend deep enough 
or far enough towards the Dry Lake to capture water from those areas. 

The r esults of  t he A pplicant’s G roundwater Monitoring and Reporting P lan ( GMP; West Yost 
2012b) were used in the Applicant’s Water Supply Assessment (LSA 2012).  The Water Supply 
Assessment ac knowledged t hat t he Plan had s tated t hat pum ping f or t he solar farm could 
impact groundwater with respect to increased salinity. 

BLM and the County have reviewed the relevant data and reports, and conclude that withdrawal 
of groundwater as part of the Proposed Action could result in adverse impacts to groundwater 
quality.  Based on the proximity of the proposed project primary well to the Dry Lake, it is likely 
that or iginal T DS c oncentration i n this well w ould be a m inimum of  500 t o 800 mg/L, and 
probably greater.  It is also likely that TDS concentration would increase throughout the duration 
of the construction period, an effect which could be enhanced due to the concurrent pumping of 
the Primm wells.  This would create two potential impacts: degradation of  water quality due t o 
mobilization of saline water; and potential impacts to water, soil, and vegetation resources due 
to t he bui ld-up of  s odium, c alcium, and ot her s alts t hat m ake up t he di ssolved s olids i n t he 
groundwater. 

For the potential mobilization of saline groundwater, this impact would be adverse during and 
shortly f ollowing c onstruction.  Once pum ping r ates are r educed t o m inimal l evels dur ing 
operations, groundwater recharge from higher elevations on the alluvial fan would likely reduce, 
arrest or  r everse t he l ateral m ovement of  saline groundwater and, over time,  would lik ely 
restore groundwater quality to pre-project levels. 
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With respect to use of high TDS water for dust control, the water quality that is acceptable for 
this use would be regulated by the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), 
which is responsible for protecting water quality to ensure it remains acceptable for its 
designated benef icial us es, as  des cribed i n T ables 3. 19-1 and 3. 19-2.  B ased on t hese 
designated uses, which include drinking water supply, it is unlikely that the RWQCB would allow 
the use of  water f or dus t control t hat would r esult i n a s ubstantial bui ld-up of  salts i n on-site 
soils if t hat c ould c ause deg radation of  water quality.  The f inal g roundwater pl ans and 
monitoring r eports w ould be s ubmitted to t he RWQCB for r eview, and t he RWQCB could 
prohibit water use, or require treatment prior to water use. Should the monitoring determine that 
water quality is unacceptable, the Applicant would obtain water from the secondary well, which 
is situated in a l ocation that is less l ikely to be affected by saline intrusion.  If use of  that well 
were not possible or did not address the issue, the Applicant would treat the groundwater using 
a mobile, self-contained ion exchange or reverse osmosis unit. 

In general, the use of high TDS water for dust control is not expected to be an issue with 
respect to damage to vegetation.  The dust control would only be used within the solar array 
fields, and t hese areas will have all vegetation removed.  As discussed above, the RWQCB is 
unlikely to allow use of high TDS water to the extent that salts that would affect water quality 
would bui ld-up i n on -site soils.  I n addi tion, t he on -site s oils w ould be ex posed t o r ainfall, 
stormwater flow, and modification by sedimentation and erosion during the operational period of 
the facility.  These processes would have the effect of reducing the concentrations of salts that 
may have built up during construction, m aking i t unl ikely t hat t hese s alts w ould af fect 
revegetation efforts during decommissioning. 

According to t he A pplicant, w ater f or dr inking dur ing c onstruction, oper ations, and 
decommissioning phases would be filtered to meet EPA and California drinking water 
standards, and samples would be collected and submitted to EPA for analysis to verify that it 
meets the standards.  However, if the water from wells exceeds EPA’s National Secondary 
Drinking Water Regulation for TDS of 500 mg/L (which is likely, based on the analysis above), 
this could not be corrected by filtering.  As a result, BLM would require Mitigation Measure MM-
Water-11, which would require that the Applicant obtain drinking water from offsite sources if 
the analytical results from the onsite wells indicate that the water does not meet EPA’s drinking 
water standard.  During construction, it is likely that most workers will carry drinking water with 
them in their vehicles anyway.  T he volume of additional drinking water needed is expected to 
be minimal, and would not result in impacts to any resources. 

The following mitigation measures would help to ensure that groundwater quality impacts do not 
occur.  Mitigation measure MM-Water-2 would require the Applicant to develop a Water Supply 
Contingency Plan that would be implemented if their proposed water withdrawal were found to 
be c ausing unac ceptable adv erse water q uality impacts.  M easures M M-Water-4 and M M-
Water-5 would seek to ensure that the development on the surface uses pervious groundcover 
and i s ot herwise des igned t o m aximize g roundwater i nfiltration, which i n t urn would assist i n 
providing freshwater to the aquifer.  Measure MM-Water-6 would require employee training on 
water conservation in order to reduce the volume of water use by the project. 

 

Mudflow 
Based on the setting of the proposed facility on f lat ground near the Dry Lake bed, and several 
miles from the Clark Mountains, there is no potential for the facility to be impacted by mudflow, 
or t o c ause m udflow, during c onstruction, oper ations, or  dec ommissioning.  Because t here 
would be no impacts under any phase of the project, this anal ysis is presented here under 
construction, but is not repeated for operations and decommissioning of the Proposed Action. 
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Operation and Maintenance 
Groundwater Supply and Recharge 
The only water use associated with operations would be the use of no more than 20 ac-ft/yr of 
water for s anitary pur poses.  No w ater w ould be us ed f or c leaning s olar panel s dur ing 
operations.  The water for sanitary purposes would be obtained from the two new groundwater 
production wells; the primary well to be located on the southeastern corner of  the facility, and 
the secondary well located approximately 4,250 feet west of facility.  In addition, three 
groundwater monitoring wells would be i nstalled to evaluate potential impacts to groundwater 
availability and quality.  The production wells would be 12 inches in diameter and 670 feet deep, 
with a screened interval located at a depth of 430 to 630 feet below ground surface.  The 
monitoring wells would be approximately 220 feet deep. 

 

Basin-Wide Overdraft 

The s ituation of  t he pr oposed pr oduction w ells under  oper ations with r espect t o bas in-wide 
overdraft concerns is the same as evaluated under construction.  A c omparison of  t he 
groundwater recharge rate and potential basin pump rates was shown in Table 4.19-1, and that 
analysis concluded that the total water balance in the basin during construction would remain 
positive during construction of Alternative 1, in the range of 530 to 1,845  ac-ft/yr.  That analysis 
included an as sumption of an ex traction rate of 1,045 ac-ft/yr for the Stateline facility, which is 
the hi ghest rate that would be anticipated during construction.  During operations, that rate 
would drop to 20 ac-ft/yr.  Therefore, the available water balance during operations would be 
much higher, in the range of 1,586 to 2,901 ac-ft/yr, and there would be no adverse impact. 

 

Local Drawdown 

The anal ysis of  t he ef fect of  l ocal dr awdown pr esented f or c onstruction i s al so applicable to 
operations.  The modeling conducted by the Applicant included a construction period of 2 years 
and 4 years, followed by a 30-year operational period.  The modeling included  a s cenario with 
100 percent of production from the primary well, as well as a scenario assuming 100 percent of 
production from the secondary well. 

The r esults of  t he A pplicant’s anal ysis indicate t hat g roundwater l evel dec lines i n t he ot her 
nearby wells over the entire construction, operations, and decommissioning periods would be a 
maximum of 3.18 feet at well WP-5, 3.10 feet at WP-6, 0.74 feet at Ivanpah SEGS, 1.00 feet at 
Colosseum 1, and 0.63 feet at Colosseum 2 (West Yost 2012b).  As shown in the annual report 
for the Primm Valley Golf C ourse ( Broadbent 2012), long-term declines in these wells have 
already ranged from 4 t o 5 f eet.  In addition, the water level in each of the Colosseum wells is 
more than 11 feet above the tentative County significance criteria.  In g eneral, t he w ater 
withdrawal rate of 20 ac -ft/yr during operations is minimal compared to rates of 860 ac -ft/yr for 
Primm, 1,800 ac -ft/yr f or t he P rimm V alley G olf C ourse, and 100 ac -ft/yr f or I vanpah SEGS.  
Therefore, the additional decline provided by the Stateline wells would be a minor impact. 

The Applicant’s Groundwater Monitoring and Reporting Plan (West Yost 2012b) would also be 
applicable to the project operations.  The following mitigation measures would help to ensure 
that basin overdraft and offsite drawdown of more than 5 feet do not occur.  Mitigation measure 
MM-Water-2 would require the Applicant to dev elop a W ater S upply C ontingency P lan t hat 
would be i mplemented i f t heir pr oposed water withdrawal w ere f ound t o be c ausing 
unacceptable adverse impacts.  Measure MM-Water-3 would require monitoring to ensure that 
no i mpacts oc cur, and r esponse ac tions t o be t aken if certain water level or water quality 
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triggers are met.   Measure MM-Water-6 would require employee training on water conservation 
in order to reduce the volume of water use by the project. 

 

Water Quality 
Surface Water 

There is a potential for operation of the proposed facility to contribute sources of polluted runoff 
if an ac cidental leak or release of harmful m aterials w ere t o oc cur dur ing oper ation and 
maintenance activities.  The Applicant has developed an Emergency Response and Hazardous 
Materials Management Plan (First Solar 2012b), as required by mitigation measure MM-PH&S-
2, which i ncludes identification of  al l haz ardous m aterials t hat w ould be us ed, s tored, or  
transported at the site; establishes inspection procedures, storage requirements, storage 
quantity l imits, inventory control, non-hazardous product substitutes, and d isposition of  excess 
materials; and r equirements f or not ices t o f ederal and l ocal em ergency response authorities.  
Secondary c ontainment w ould be pr ovided f or al l on -site haz ardous m aterials and w aste 
storage, i ncluding f uel.  I n addi tion, t he A pplicant w ould site al l f ueling, haz ardous m aterials 
storage areas, and operation and maintenance activities involving hazardous materials at least 
100 feet away from blue-line drainages as identified on USGS topography maps and wetlands.  
Similar protective m easures, t raining, and r eporting w ould be r equired as  par t of  m itigation 
measure MM-Water-10. 

With compliance with regulatory requirements and implementation of mitigation measures MM-
PH&S-2, MM -Water-8, and M M-Water-10, pot ential i mpacts as sociated w ith t he c reation of  
polluted runoff would be minimized and/or avoided. 

 

Groundwater 

Groundwater quality could potentially be impacted by the Proposed Action in two ways: release 
of contaminants to groundwater, or mobilization of existing poor quality groundwater. 

For the first of these, the m anagement of  haz ardous m aterials and f uels dur ing operations 
would be the same as discussed above for surface water.  The regulatory requirements, 
mitigation measures (specifically, MM-PH&S-2 and MM-Water-10), and management plans that 
would minimize the potential f or r elease of  c ontaminants t o s urface w ater w ould al so be 
effective in minimizing the potential for their release to groundwater.  An additional requirement 
during operations would be development and i mplementation of a S pill Prevention Control and 
Countermeasures (SPCC) Plan t o m anage t he pr esence of  oi l-containing t ransformers.  T he 
SPCC Plan would identify hazardous materials managed onsite during operations, specify the 
use of appropriate spill containment and c leanup kits to contain accidental hazardous material 
releases, and specify inspection and response procedures and responsibilities.  The Applicant’s 
Emergency Response and Hazardous Materials Management Plan (First Solar 2012b), as 
required by  m itigation m easure MM-PH&S-2, w ould ens ure t hat haz ardous m aterials and 
wastes would be handled in a safe and environmentally sound manner to prevent releases and 
in compliance with the requirements set forth in the applicable codes and regulations. Best 
management practices by the Applicant as presented in the SPCC Plan would ensure that the 
Applicant minimizes, avoids, or cleans up unforeseen spills of hazardous material.  Given the 
depth to groundwater at the site (approximately 200 feet), it is highly unlikely that any release of 
fuel or hazardous materials on t he s urface c ould r each g roundwater.  A ny r eleases during 
operations would likely be very small in volume, and would be identified and remediated before 
they could migrate the large distance to groundwater.  Therefore, contamination of groundwater 
by the release of contaminants is very unlikely. 
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Mobilization of existing poor quality groundwater, as discussed for construction, would likely not 
be a concern during operations due to the low volumes of water that would be produced from 
the new groundwater wells.  A lthough t he wells c ould be s ubject t o i ncreased s alinity dur ing 
construction, this ef fect would likely be t emporary, and would dissipate when production levels 
are r educed t o no m ore t han 20 ac -ft/yr dur ing oper ations.  As di scussed f or c onstruction, 
Mitigation Measure MM-Water-11, would require that the Applicant obtain drinking water from 
offsite s ources i f t he anal ytical r esults f rom t he ons ite wells indicate that the water does not 
meet EPA’s drinking water standard. 

The A pplicant’s G roundwater Monitoring and R eporting P lan would al so be appl icable during 
project operations.  The following mitigation measures would help to ensure that groundwater 
quality impacts do not occur.  Mitigation measure MM-Water-2 would require the Applicant to 
develop a Water Supply Contingency Plan that would be implemented if their proposed water 
withdrawal were found to be causing unacceptable adverse water quality impacts.  Measures 
MM-Water-4 and MM-Water-5 would seek to ensure that the development on the surface uses 
pervious groundcover and i s otherwise designed to maximize groundwater infiltration, which in 
turn would assist in providing freshwater to t he aquifer.  M easure MM-Water-6 would require 
employee t raining on w ater c onservation i n or der t o r educe t he v olume of  w ater us e by  the 
project. 

 

Decommissioning 
The decommissioning of  t he pr oject w ould be s imilar t o t he c onstruction ac tivities des cribed 
earlier, and would include demolition and removal of above-ground and subsurface facilities and 
site contouring and r estoration.  H owever, t he dur ation of  decommissioning would be shorter 
than the duration of construction. 

 
Groundwater Supply and Recharge 
The A pplicant has  not  def ined t he am ount of  w ater t hat w ould be r equired f or dust control 
during decommissioning of the project.  Given that decommissioning would require earth-
moving activities across the same total acreage as construction, this evaluation assumes that 
decommissioning would require, at a maximum, the same volume of water as construction.  
The impacts of this water use, including water level declines in nearby wells and the potential to 
mobilize saline groundwater f rom depth or f rom the dry lake, would be t he same as evaluated 
for c onstruction of  t he P roposed A ction.  In addi tion, t he m itigation m easures r equired f or 
construction would also apply to decommissioning.  In practice, it is likely that water use during 
decommissioning would be much less than construction, because the duration would be m uch 
shorter.  T he water would be obt ained f rom t he same two g roundwater pr oduction wells that 
would supply water for construction and operations. 

 

Basin-Wide Overdraft 

The s ituation of  t he proposed production wells under  decommissioning with respect t o basin-
wide ov erdraft c oncerns is the s ame as  ev aluated under  c onstruction.  A c omparison of  t he 
groundwater recharge rate and potential basin pump rates was shown in Table 4.19-1, and that 
analysis concluded that the total water balance in the basin during construction of Alternative 1 
would r emain positive, i n t he r ange of  530 t o 1, 845 ac-ft/yr.  T hat anal ysis i ncluded an 
assumption of an extraction rate of  1,045 ac-ft/yr for the Stateline facility, which is the highest 
rate that would be anticipated during construction.  During decommissioning, the rate could rise 
again t o 1,045 ac-ft/yr, but  f or a m uch s horter dur ation t han c onstruction.  Therefore, t he 
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available water balance dur ing decommissioning would be in the range of 1,586 to 2,901 ac-
ft/yr, and there would be no adverse impact. 

 

Local Drawdown 

The anal ysis of  t he ef fect of  l ocal dr awdown pr esented f or c onstruction i s al so applicable to 
decommissioning.  The modeling conducted by the Applicant included a c onstruction period of 
2 y ears and 4 y ears, f ollowed by  a 30 -year op erational per iod.  T he m odeling included a 
scenario with 100 per cent of production from the primary well, as well as a s cenario assuming 
100 percent of production from the secondary well. 

The r esults of  t he A pplicant’s anal ysis i ndicate that groundwater level dec lines i n t he ot her 
nearby wells over the entire construction, operations, and decommissioning periods would be a 
maximum of 3.18 feet at well WP-5, 3.10 feet at WP-6, 0.74 feet at Ivanpah SEGS, 1.00 feet at 
Colosseum 1, and 0.63 feet at Colosseum 2 (West Yost 2012b).  As shown in the annual report 
for the Primm V alley Golf C ourse ( Broadbent 2012), long-term declines i n these wells have 
already ranged from 4 t o 5 f eet.  I n addition, the water level in each of the Colosseum wells is 
more t han 11 f eet a bove the tentative County s ignificance c riteria.  Also, t he dr awdown 
associated w ith dec ommissioning w ould be t emporary, and w ould c ease at  t he end of the 
decommissioning period. Therefore, the additional decline provided by the Stateline wells would 
be a minor, temporary impact. 

The Applicant’s Groundwater Monitoring and Reporting Plan (West Yost 2012b) would also be 
applicable t o t he pr oject dec ommissioning.  The f ollowing mitigation m easures would hel p t o 
ensure that basin overdraft and offsite drawdown of more than 5 f eet do not occur.  M itigation 
measure MM-Water-2 would require the Applicant to develop a Water Supply Contingency Plan 
that would be i mplemented i f t heir pr oposed w ater w ithdrawal w ere f ound t o be c ausing 
unacceptable adverse impacts.  Measure MM-Water-3 would require monitoring to ensure that 
no i mpacts oc cur, and r esponse ac tions t o be t aken if certain water level or water quality 
triggers are met.   Measure MM-Water-6 would require employee training on water conservation 
in order to reduce the volume of water use by the project. 

 

Water Quality 
Surface Water 

Decommissioning of the Proposed Action would include use of the same types and amounts of 
fuels and hazardous materials as construction, but for a shorter duration.   The Applicant’s 
Emergency Response and Hazardous Materials Management Plan (First Solar 2012b), as 
required by mitigation measure MM-PH&S-2, would be appl icable to project decommissioning.  
This Plan includes identification of all hazardous m aterials t hat w ould be us ed, s tored, or  
transported at the site; establishes inspection procedures, storage requirements, storage 
quantity l imits, inventory control, non-hazardous product substitutes, and di sposition of  excess 
materials; and r equirements f or not ices t o f ederal and l ocal emergency r esponse aut horities.  
Secondary c ontainment w ould be pr ovided f or al l on -site haz ardous m aterials and w aste 
storage, i ncluding f uel.  O nce dec ommissioning i s c ompleted, r emaining f uel and hazardous 
materials would be removed from the site, and any waste materials would be disposed offsite in 
accordance w ith r egulatory r equirements. Similar protective measures, t raining, and r eporting 
would be required as part of mitigation measure MM-Water-10. 

With compliance with regulatory requirements and implementation of mitigation measures MM-
PH&S-2, MM -Water-8, and M M-Water-10, pot ential i mpacts as sociated w ith t he c reation of  
polluted runoff would be minimized and/or avoided. 
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Groundwater 

Groundwater quality could potentially be impacted by the Proposed Action in two ways: release 
of contaminants to groundwater, or mobilization of existing poor quality groundwater. 

For t he f irst of  t hese, t he m anagement of  haz ardous m aterials and fuels during 
decommissioning would be the s ame as discussed above f or s urface water.  T he r egulatory 
requirements, m itigation m easures ( specifically, M M-PH&S-2 and M M-Water-10), and 
management plans that would minimize the potential for release of contaminants to surface 
water would also be effective in minimizing the potential for their release to groundwater.  The 
Applicant’s Emergency R esponse and H azardous M aterials M anagement P lan ( First S olar 
2012b), as required by mitigation measure MM-PH&S-2, would ensure that hazardous materials 
and wastes would be handled in a safe and environmentally sound manner to prevent releases 
and in compliance with the requirements s et f orth i n t he appl icable c odes and r egulations. 
Given the depth to groundwater at the site (approximately 200 feet), it is highly unlikely that any 
release of  fuel or hazardous materials on t he surface could reach groundwater.  A ny releases 
during decommissioning would l ikely be v ery s mall i n v olume, and w ould be i dentified and 
remediated before they could m igrate t he l arge di stance t o g roundwater.  T herefore, 
contamination of groundwater by the release of contaminants is very unlikely. 

Mobilization of existing poor quality groundwater, as discussed for construction, would likely not 
be a concern during decommissioning due to the low volumes of water that would be produced 
from the new groundwater wells.  A lthough t he w ells c ould be s ubject t o i ncreased s alinity 
during construction, this effect would likely be temporary, and would dissipate when production 
levels are reduced to no more than 20 ac -ft/yr during operations. During decommissioning, the 
rate could r ise again to 1,045 ac-ft/yr, but  f or a m uch shorter duration than construction.  As 
discussed for construction, Mitigation Measure MM-Water-11, would require that the Applicant 
obtain drinking water from offsite sources if the analytical results from the onsite wells indicate 
that the water does not meet EPA’s drinking water standard. 

The A pplicant’s G roundwater Monitoring and R eporting P lan would al so be appl icable during 
project decommissioning.  The following mitigation measures would help to ensure that 
groundwater quality impacts do not  occur.  M itigation measure MM-Water-2 would require the 
Applicant t o dev elop a W ater S upply C ontingency P lan t hat w ould be implemented if their 
proposed w ater w ithdrawal w ere f ound to be c ausing unac ceptable adv erse w ater q uality 
impacts.  Measure MM-Water-3 would require monitoring to ensure that no impacts occur, and 
response actions to be taken if certain water level or water quality triggers are met.   Measures 
MM-Water-4 and MM-Water-5 would seek to ensure that the development on the surface uses 
pervious groundcover and i s otherwise designed to maximize groundwater infiltration, which in 
turn would assist in providing freshwater to t he aquifer.  M easure MM-Water-6 would require 
employee t raining on w ater c onservation i n or der t o r educe t he v olume of  w ater us e by  the 
project. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The action of  modifying the boundary of  the Ivanpah DWMA would not require construction of  
any structures, use of  water resources, or use of hazardous materials that could impact water 
quality.  There would be no i mpacts t o water r esources associated w ith t he m odified DWMA 
boundary. 
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4.19.3.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 

WR-1 

Construction  
Surface Water 

Construction of the proposed facility would include implementation of a Construction SWPPP, in 
compliance with m itigation measures MM-Water-8 and S ection 402 of  t he CWA (see Section 
3.19.2.1 of this draft EIS/EIR), which specifies BMPs to minimize and/or avoid potential impacts 
associated with stormwater runoff.  The Applicant has also developed an Emergency Response 
and Hazardous Materials Management Plan (First Solar 2012b), as required by mitigation 
measure MM-PH&S-2, w hich includes identification of all haz ardous materials that would be 
used, stored, or transported at the site; establishes inspection pr ocedures, s torage 
requirements, storage quantity limits, inventory control, non-hazardous product substitutes, and 
disposition of excess materials; and r equirements f or not ices t o f ederal and l ocal em ergency 
response aut horities.  S econdary c ontainment w ould be pr ovided f or al l on -site haz ardous 
materials and w aste s torage, i ncluding f uel.  Fuel s torage ( for c onstruction v ehicles and 
equipment) would be a t emporary ac tivity oc curring only f or as  l ong as  i s needed t o support 
construction ac tivities.  I n addi tion, t he A pplicant w ould s ite al l f ueling, haz ardous materials 
storage areas, and operation and maintenance activities involving hazardous materials at least 
100 feet away from blue-line drainages as identified on USGS topography maps and wetlands.  
Similar protective m easures, t raining, and r eporting w ould be r equired as  par t of  m itigation 
measure MM-Water-10. 

With compliance with regulatory requirements and implementation of mitigation measures MM-
PH&S-2, MM -Water-8, and M M-Water-10, pot ential i mpacts as sociated w ith t he c reation of  
polluted r unoff would be m inimized and/ or avoided.  Impacts w ith r espect t o W R-1 would be 
less than significant. 

 

Groundwater 

Potential degradation of groundwater quality could occur if the project releases contaminants to 
groundwater, or caused mobilization of existing poor quality groundwater. 

With respect to the release of contaminants, the management of hazardous materials and fuels 
during construction would be the same as discussed above for surface water.  T he regulatory 
requirements, m itigation m easures ( specifically, M M-PH&S-2 and M M-Water-10), and 
management plans that would minimize the potential for release of contaminants to surface 
water would also be effective in minimizing the potential for their release to groundwater.  Given 
the dept h t o g roundwater at  t he s ite ( approximately 200 f eet), i t i s hi ghly unl ikely t hat any  
release of fuel or hazardous materials on t he surface could reach groundwater.  A ny releases 
would likely be very small in volume, and would be identified and remediated before they could 
migrate t he l arge di stance t o g roundwater.  T herefore, c ontamination of  g roundwater by  the 
release of contaminants is very unlikely, and impacts would be less than significant. 

The A pplicant’s pr oposed us e of  a t emporary s eptic t ank and l each f ield s ystem for the 
construction office ar ea c ould pot entially i mpact s oil, surface w ater, or  g roundwater q uality.  
Mitigation measure M M-Water-12, r equiring t hat t he A pplicant us e por table t oilet facilities 
throughout the project site during construction, would ensure that any impact would remain less 
than significant. 

Mobilization of existing poor quality groundwater is a potential concern for the Proposed Action.  
As di scussed i n Section 4.19.3.1, mobilization of  hi gh s alinity g roundwater has  been 
documented to occur in t he local area as  a result of groundwater withdrawal from the Primm 
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(WP-5 and WP-6) and Primm Valley Golf Course (PVGC-7, PVGC-8, PVGC-9, Colosseum 1, 
and C olosseum 2)  w ells (Broadbent 2002;  B roadbent 2009) .  The location of the proposed 
primary f acility well in c lose proximity t o t he Dry Lake, and t he withdrawal rate f rom that well 
during c onstruction being comparable t o t he r ates of  t he W P, P VGC, and C olosseum w ells, 
indicates t hat w ater pr oduction dur ing c onstruction c ould pot entially result in mobilization of 
saline water from depth or from the Dry Lake.  It is likely that this impact would occur if the peak 
construction production rate were to occur over the l ong-term, but it is less certain that the 
effect would occur within the relatively short duration of peak groundwater usage, which would 
be only one year during construction.  If mobilization of saline groundwater did occur, its effect 
on groundwater and surface water quality would be r egulated by  t he R WQCB.  I f t he w ater 
quality degraded to the point of being unacceptable, the Applicant would acquire water from the 
secondary well, which is situated in a location that is less likely to be affected by saline 
intrusion.  If use of that well were not possible or did not address the issue, the Applicant would 
use on-site groundwater t reatment.  The impact would be adv erse and m ost significant during 
and shortly f ollowing construction.  Once pumping rates are reduced to m inimal levels dur ing 
operations, groundwater recharge from higher elevations on the alluvial fan would likely reduce, 
arrest or  r everse t he l ateral m ovement of  saline groundwater and, over time,  would lik ely 
restore groundwater quality to pre-project levels. 

In general, the BLM and County review of the Plan indicates that it meets County requirements, 
and would be sufficient to evaluate potential water quality impacts associated with the Proposed 
Action.  H owever, the P lan does not  def ine a w ater q uality c riterion t hat w ould be us ed t o 
identify impacts.  Therefore, m itigation m easure MM-Water-3 includes a r equirement t hat t he 
Applicant consult with the County and BLM to establish a baseline for the water quality criteria. 

The following mitigation measures would help to ensure that groundwater quality impacts do not 
occur.  Mitigation measure MM-Water-2 would require the Applicant to develop a Water Supply 
Contingency Plan that would be implemented if their proposed water withdrawal were found to 
be c ausing unac ceptable adv erse w ater q uality i mpacts.  M easures M M-Water-4 and M M-
Water-5 would seek to ensure that the development on the surface uses pervious groundcover 
and i s ot herwise des igned t o m aximize g roundwater i nfiltration, which i n t urn would as sist i n 
providing freshwater to the aquifer.  Measure MM-Water-6 would require employee training on 
water conservation in order to reduce the volume of water use by the project.  As discussed for 
construction, Mitigation Measure MM-Water-11, would require that the Applicant obtain drinking 
water from offsite sources if the analytical results f rom the onsite wells indicate that the water 
does not meet EPA’s drinking water standard. With these measures, and appl ication of the 
proposed provisional significance criterion based on a 20 percent i ncrease in c hloride 
concentrations as defined in the baseline, the impact would be reduced to less than significant 
levels. 

 

Operation and Maintenance  
Potential risks associated with release of  pollutants to surface water or groundwater would be 
substantially lower during operations than during construction, due to the much smaller volumes 
of these materials that would be present onsite during operations.  With compliance with 
regulatory requirements and implementation of mitigation measures MM-PH&S-2, MM-Water-8, 
and MM-Water-10, potential impacts associated w ith t he c reation of  pol luted r unoff would be 
minimized and/or avoided.  Impacts with respect to WR-1 would be less than significant.  

Mobilization of existing poor quality groundwater, as discussed for construction, would likely not 
be a concern during operations due to the low volumes of water that would be pr oduced from 
the new groundwater wells.  A lthough t he wells c ould be s ubject t o i ncreased s alinity dur ing 
construction, this ef fect would likely be t emporary, and would dissipate when production levels 
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are reduced t o no m ore t han 20 ac -ft/yr dur ing oper ations.  The A pplicant’s G roundwater 
Monitoring and Reporting Plan would be implemented during project operations.  The following 
mitigation measures would help to ensure that groundwater quality impacts do not occur.  
Mitigation measure MM-Water-2 would r equire the A pplicant t o dev elop a W ater S upply 
Contingency Plan that would be implemented if their proposed water withdrawal were found to 
be c ausing unac ceptable adv erse w ater q uality i mpacts.  M easures M M-Water-4 and M M-
Water-5 would seek to ensure that the development on the surface uses pervious groundcover 
and i s ot herwise des igned t o m aximize groundwater infiltration, which i n t urn would as sist i n 
providing freshwater to the aquifer.  Measure MM-Water-6 would require employee training on 
water c onservation i n or der t o r educe t he v olume of  w ater use by the project.  With 
implementation of these mitigation measures, impacts would be less than significant. 

 

Decommissioning  
Decommissioning of the Proposed Action would include use of the same types and amounts of 
fuels and hazardous materials as construction, but for a shorter duration.   The Applicant’s 
Emergency Response and Hazardous Materials Management Plan (First Solar 2012b), as 
required by mitigation measure MM-PH&S-2, would be appl icable to project decommissioning.   
With compliance with regulatory requirements and implementation of mitigation measures MM-
PH&S-2, MM -Water-8, and M M-Water-10, pot ential i mpacts as sociated w ith t he c reation of  
polluted r unoff would be m inimized and/ or avoided.  Impacts with respect to WR-1 would be 
less than significant.  

Mobilization of existing poor quality groundwater, as discussed for construction, would likely not 
be a concern during decommissioning due to the low volumes of water that would be produced 
from the new groundwater wells.  A lthough t he w ells c ould be s ubject t o i ncreased s alinity 
during construction, this effect would likely be temporary, and would dissipate when production 
levels are reduced to no more than 20 ac-ft/yr during operations.  During decommissioning, the 
rate could rise again to 1,045 ac-ft/yr, but for a m uch shorter duration than construction.  The 
Applicant’s Groundwater Monitoring and Reporting Plan would also be applicable during project 
decommissioning.  The f ollowing mitigation m easures would help t o ensure that groundwater 
quality impacts do not occur.  Mitigation measure MM-Water-2 would require the Applicant to 
develop a Water Supply Contingency Plan that would be implemented if their proposed water 
withdrawal were found to be causing unacceptable adverse water quality impacts.  Measures 
MM-Water-4 and MM-Water-5 would seek to ensure that the development on the surface uses 
pervious groundcover and i s otherwise designed to maximize groundwater infiltration, which in 
turn would assist i n pr oviding f reshwater t o the aquifer.  Measure MM-Water-6 would require 
employee t raining on w ater c onservation i n or der t o r educe t he v olume of  w ater us e by  the 
project. As discussed for construction, Mitigation Measure MM-Water-11, would require that the 
Applicant obtain drinking water from offsite sources if the analytical results from the onsite wells 
indicate that the water does not meet EPA’s dr inking water standard.  With implementation of  
these mitigation measures, impacts would be less than significant. 

 

WR-2 

Construction  
As di scussed f or di rect and i ndirect i mpacts for construction, the total water balance in the 
basin would r emain positive, i n t he r ange of  530 t o 1, 845 ac-ft/yr.  T herefore, t he ov erall 
Ivanpah Valley G roundwater B asin ( IVGB) is not  c urrently i n overdraft, and water w ithdrawal 
under the proposed project would not result in placing it into overdraft. 
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The results of  t he Applicant’s analysis indicate that g roundwater level dec lines in t he pr imary 
well scenario would be: 1.53 feet in WP-5, 1.77 feet in WP-6, 0.55 feet at Ivanpah SEGS, 1.00 
feet at  C olosseum 1,  and 0. 63 f eet at  C olosseum 2.   G roundwater l evel dec lines i n the 
secondary well scenario would be: 3.18 feet in W P-5, 3.10 feet in W P-6, 0.74 feet at Ivanpah 
SEGS, 0.57 feet at Colosseum 1, and 0.51 feet at Colosseum 2 (West Yost 2012b).  As shown 
in the annual report for the Primm Valley Golf Course (Broadbent 2012), long-term declines in 
these wells have already r anged f rom 4 t o 5 f eet.  H owever, t he w ater l evel i n eac h of  t he 
Colosseum w ells i s m ore t han 11 f eet abov e t he t entative C ounty significance criteria.  
Therefore, the additional decline provided by the Stateline wells would be a minor impact, and 
would be less than significant. 

Application of the provisional s ignificance criterion to be us ed to evaluate groundwater level 
impacts i n t he A pplicant’s G roundwater M onitoring and R eporting P lan, al ong w ith m itigation 
measures, would help to ensure that basin overdraft and offsite drawdown of more than 5 f eet 
do not occur.  Mitigation measure MM-Water-2 would require the Applicant to develop a W ater 
Supply Contingency Plan that would be i mplemented i f t heir proposed water withdrawal were 
found to be causing unacceptable adverse impacts.  Measure MM-Water-3 would require 
monitoring to ensure that no impacts occur, and r esponse actions to be taken i f certain water 
level or water quality triggers are met.    Measures MM-Water-4 and MM-Water-5 would seek to 
ensure that the development on the surface uses pervious groundcover and is otherwise 
designed to maximize groundwater infiltration.  Measure MM-Water-6 would require employee 
training on water conservation in order to reduce the volume of water use by the project.  With 
implementation of these mitigation measures, impacts would be less than significant. 

 

Operation and Maintenance  
The only water use associated with operations would be the use of no more than 20 ac-ft/yr of 
water for sanitary pur poses.  N o w ater w ould be us ed f or c leaning s olar panel s dur ing 
operations. 

The anal ysis of  t he ef fect of  l ocal dr awdown pr esented f or c onstruction i s al so applicable to 
operations.  The modeling conducted by the Applicant included a construction period of 2 years 
and 4 y ears, followed by a 30-year operational period.  T he modeling included a s cenario with 
100 percent of production from the primary well, as well as a scenario assuming 100 percent of 
production from the secondary well. 

The results of the Applicant’s analysis indicate t hat g roundwater l evel dec lines i n t he ot her 
nearby wells over the entire construction, operations, and decommissioning periods would be a 
maximum of 3.18 feet at well WP-5, 3.10 feet at WP-6, 0.74 feet at Ivanpah SEGS, 1.00 feet at 
Colosseum 1, and 0.63 feet at Colosseum 2 (West Yost 2012b).  As shown in the annual report 
for the Primm Valley Golf C ourse ( Broadbent 2012), long-term declines in these wells hav e 
already ranged from 4 t o 5 f eet.  I n addition, the water level in each of the Colosseum wells is 
more than 11 feet above the tentative County significance criteria.  In general, the water 
withdrawal rate of 20 ac -ft/yr during operations is minimal compared to rates of 860 ac -ft/yr for 
Primm, 1,800 ac -ft/yr f or t he P rimm V alley G olf C ourse, and 100 ac -ft/yr f or I vanpah S EGS.  
Therefore, the additional decline provided by the Stateline wells would be a minor impact, and 
would be less than significant. 

The Applicant’s Groundwater Monitoring and Reporting Plan (West Yost 2012b) would also be 
applicable to the project operations.  The following mitigation measures would help to ensure 
that basin overdraft and offsite drawdown of more than 5 feet do not occur.  Mitigation measure 
MM-Water-2 would require the Applicant to dev elop a W ater S upply C ontingency P lan t hat 
would be implemented if their proposed w ater w ithdrawal w ere f ound t o be c ausing 
unacceptable adverse impacts.  Measure MM-Water-3 would require monitoring to ensure that 
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no i mpacts oc cur, and r esponse ac tions t o be t aken if certain water level or water quality 
triggers are met.   Measure MM-Water-6 would require employee training on water conservation 
in or der t o r educe t he v olume of  water use by t he pr oject.  As di scussed f or c onstruction, 
Mitigation Measure MM-Water-11, would require that the Applicant obtain drinking water from 
offsite s ources i f t he anal ytical r esults f rom t he ons ite wells indicate that the water does not 
meet E PA’s dr inking water s tandard.  With i mplementation of  t hese m itigation m easures, 
impacts would be less than significant. 

 

Decommissioning  
The anal ysis of  t he ef fect of  l ocal dr awdown pr esented f or c onstruction i s al so applicable to 
decommissioning.  The modeling conducted by the Applicant included a c onstruction period of 
2 y ears and 4 y ears, f ollowed by  a 30 -year oper ational per iod.  T he m odeling included a 
scenario with 100 per cent of production from the primary well, as well as a s cenario assuming 
100 percent of production from the secondary well. 

The results of the Applicant’s analysis indicate t hat g roundwater l evel dec lines i n t he ot her 
nearby wells over the entire construction, operations, and decommissioning periods would be a 
maximum of 3.18 feet at well WP-5, 3.10 feet at WP-6, 0.74 feet at Ivanpah SEGS, 1.00 feet at 
Colosseum 1, and 0.63 feet at Colosseum 2 (West Yost 2012b).  As shown in the annual report 
for the Primm V alley Golf C ourse ( Broadbent 2012), long-term declines i n these wells have 
already ranged from 4 t o 5 f eet.  I n addition, the water level in each of the Colosseum wells is 
more t han 11 f eet abov e t he t entative C ounty significance criteria.  Also, the drawdown 
associated w ith dec ommissioning w ould be t emporary, and w ould c ease at  t he end of the 
decommissioning period. Therefore, the additional decline provided by the Stateline wells would 
be a minor, temporary impact, and would be less than significant. 

The Applicant’s Groundwater Monitoring and Reporting Plan (West Yost 2012b) would also be 
applicable t o t he pr oject dec ommissioning.  The f ollowing mitigation m easures would hel p t o 
ensure that basin overdraft and offsite drawdown of more than 5 f eet do not occur.  M itigation 
measure MM-Water-2 would require the Applicant to develop a Water Supply Contingency Plan 
that would be i mplemented i f t heir pr oposed w ater w ithdrawal w ere f ound t o be c ausing 
unacceptable adverse impacts.  Measure MM-Water-3 would require monitoring to ensure that 
no i mpacts oc cur, and r esponse ac tions t o be t aken if certain water l evel or  w ater q uality 
triggers are met.   Measure MM-Water-6 would require employee training on water conservation 
in or der t o r educe t he v olume of  water use by the project.  As di scussed f or c onstruction, 
Mitigation Measure MM-Water-11, would require that the Applicant obtain drinking water from 
offsite s ources i f t he anal ytical r esults f rom t he ons ite wells indicate that the water does not 
meet E PA’s dr inking w ater s tandard.  With i mplementation of  t hese m itigation m easures, 
impacts would be less than significant. 

 

WR-3 

Construction, Operations, and Decommissioning 

The proposed Stateline facility would be l ocated on an ac tive alluvial fan system characterized 
by numerous ephem eral dr ainages t hat onl y f low dur ing s ubstantial pr ecipitation ev ents.  By 
design, t he pr oject would del iberately al ter t he ex isting dr ainage w ithin t he pr oject ar ea. T his 
design w ould be i mplemented i n t he ear ly s tages of  c onstruction, and w ould t hen remain in 
place throughout operations and dec ommissioning.  Therefore, impacts would be the same for 
all three stages of the project. 
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The facility would be developed by removal of all site vegetation, grading of the project site to a 
smooth s urface, and i mplementation of  upg radient debr is basins that would capture 
channelized stormwater flow and release it across the site as sheet f low.  Stormwater leaving 
the downgradient edge of the site would also be c aptured in sediment basins, and r eleased to 
downgradient ar eas.  Construction of  t hese bas ins would be done as  des cribed i n M itigation 
Measure MM-Water-8.  Sediment captured within t hese bas ins w ould be r emoved on an as  
needed bas is, as  di rected by  t he A pplicant’s S torm W ater M anagement Plan, and would be 
spread over the areas downgradient of the basins. 

The Applicant has used hydrologic modeling, as has been appl ied on ot her sites evaluated by 
BLM and the County, to design the size, locations, and other characteristics of their debris and 
sediment basins t o ensure t hat s tormwater v olume and v elocity dow ngradient of  t he f acility 
matches pre-development conditions.  Sediment captured in the onsite system would be spread 
downgradient of  t he s ite, and w ould t hus r e-enter t he s ystem.  Stormwater velocities w ere 
modeled to increase by a maximum of about 2 percent, which would not result in modification of 
sedimentation or erosion.  Although stormwater would be r eleased downgradient of  the facility 
as sheet f low, in order to avoid erosion impacts immediately downgradient, it would rapidly re-
develop into channels a short distance downgradient, and would therefore not affect the natural 
drainage. 

Maintaining these results depends on continued operation of the debris and sediment basins as 
they are designed to operate.  Mitigation measure MM-Water-9 would require the Applicant to 
implement t heir S torm W ater Management P lan ( First S olar 2012k ), which specifies how the 
debris and sediment basins w ould be des igned, i nspected, and m aintained t o ensure their 
continued operation.  BLM has reviewed the design of the basins on the Applicant’s site plans, 
the proposed methods for inspection and m aintenance in the Storm Water Management Plan, 
and the methodologies and input parameters for the hydrologic modeling, and concludes that 
the Proposed Action would not be subjected to increased potential for flood damage, and would 
not modify erosion or  sedimentation rates in downstream areas.  Impacts would be less than 
significant. 

 

WR-4 

Construction, Operations, and Decommissioning 

The analysis and conclusions developed for criterion WR-3 are also applicable to criterion WR-
4.  While the project would deliberately alter the existing drainage within the project area, the 
potential for this modification to cause onsite or offsite flooding was evaluated in the Applicant’s 
modeling.  Stormwater velocities were modeled to increase by a maximum of about 2 percent, 
which would not cause flooding onsite, or on any offsite areas. 

Mitigation m easure M M-Water-9 would r equire t he A pplicant t o i mplement t heir S torm W ater 
Management P lan ( First S olar 2012k ), w hich s pecifies how the debris and sediment basins 
would be designed, inspected, and maintained t o ens ure t heir c ontinued oper ation.  Impacts 
would be less than significant. 

 

WR-5 

Construction, Operation, and Decommissioning 

No des igned s tormwater dr ainage s ystem c urrently ex ists or i s pl anned in t he ar ea of  the 
proposed Stateline facility site.  Implementation of the Proposed Action would include 
construction of drainage systems including debris basins, sediment basins, and culverts on the 
project site itself to protect onsite facilities and ensure that stormwater released downstream of 
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the facility mimics pre-development conditions.  The project would not include construction or 
modification of any s tormwater s ystems ei ther upg radient or  dow ngradient of  t he f acility.  
Therefore, the proposed facility would not have the potential to create or contribute runoff water 
which would exceed the capacity of  ex isting or  pl anned s tormwater dr ainage s ystems and,  
therefore, no mitigation m easures ar e r equired t o addr ess pot ential ef fects t o existing or  
planned stormwater drainage systems.  Impacts would be less than significant. 

 

WR-8 

Construction, Operations, and Decommissioning 

The Proposed Action would be l ocated in FEMA Zone D , which is classified as an area where 
flood haz ards have not  been m apped ( FEMA 2008).   A lthough t he s ite has  not been 
designated as being within a 100-year floodplain, stormwater flow is known to occur in channels 
within t he pr oject ar ea on a r egular bas is.  T herefore, s tructures placed into these channels 
could po tentially be s ubjected t o f lood dam age, or  c ould r edirect f low to other areas.  To 
evaluate the potential f or f lood damage, the hydrologic study and modeling completed by the 
Applicant (Taney Engineering 2011a) included calculation of the potential for scour to 
destabilize structures constructed on the site. 

The scour analysis was conducted for the 100 year flood scenario, and included an analysis of 
the project area without implementation of upstream debris basins, and then with 
implementation of upstream debris basins.  The analysis demonstrated that, without stormwater 
management, scour depths of up t o 4.1 feet could occur around the support posts of the solar 
arrays.  This depth of scour would not be large enough to destabilize the arrays because of the 
depth of installation of the supports, and the fact that each array is supported by multiple posts.  
The scour calculation for the post-development condition, which would include debris basins to 
slow stormwater and release it as sheet flow across the solar array area, would be 
approximately 2 feet in depth.  Again, this depth would not be high enough to destabilize site 
structures.  The Applicant’s Storm Water Management Plan includes provisions to inspect the 
site following storm events, and any scour of this magnitude would be found and corrected. 

Any di version of  s tormwater f low by  s ite s tructures would be limited in ex tent.  D iverted f low 
would likely be re-directed for a few feet around any site structures, and would be unlikely to 
leave t he pr oject area.  Downstream s tructures and i nfrastructure s uch as  t he P rimm V alley 
Golf Course, I-15, and the Calnev are each more than a m ile away, and would not be af fected 
by the very localized diversion of flow around site structures. 

Maintaining these results depends on continued operation of the debris and sediment basins as 
they are designed to operate.  Mitigation measure MM-Water-9 would require the Applicant to 
implement t heir S torm W ater Management P lan ( First S olar 2012k ), which specifies how the 
debris and  sediment basins w ould be des igned, i nspected, and m aintained t o ensure their 
continued operation.  With i mplementation of  t he S torm W ater M anagement P lan, i mpacts 
would be less than significant. 

 

WR-10 

Construction, Operations, and Decommissioning 

Based on the setting of the proposed facility on f lat ground near the Dry Lake bed, and several 
miles from the Clark Mountains, there is no potential for the facility to be impacted by mudflow, 
or to cause mudflow.  Impacts would be less than significant. 
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4.19.4 Alternative 2: 2,385 Ac Alternative 

4.19.4.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 2 is conceptually similar to the Proposed Action (Alternative 1), but would cover a 
slightly di fferent l and ar ea c omprising 2, 385 acres in a bi furcated footprint, r esulting i n t he 
facility being situated differently with respect to water resources. 

Under Alternative 2, the Stateline facility would be r equired to comply with all applicable water 
quality standards and waste discharge requirements, as presented in Section 3.19.2 of this 
draft EIS/EIR. M itigation measure MM-Water-1 ( Demonstrate Compliance with Water Quality 
Permits) requires t he A pplicant t o dem onstrate c ompliance with all applicable permitting 
requirements prior to commencing construction, which will ensure that the proposed Stateline 
facility is in compliance with all applicable water quality permits and waste discharge 
requirements associated with construction, operation, and decommissioning activities. 

 

Construction 
Groundwater Supply and Recharge 
The amount of water to be used under Alternative 2 would be the same as that for the 
Proposed A ction.  Approximately 1, 900 ac-ft of w ater w ould be needed dur ing t he 
approximately 2 to 4 year construction period, with the majority of the construction water use 
occurring dur ing t he s ite pr eparation per iod of  t he f irst y ear.  W ater us es i nclude s oil 
compaction, dust control, and sanitary needs. The peak daily water demand is estimated to be 
approximately 1.5 million gpd.  Under Alternative 2, water supply would be provided by two new 
groundwater wells.  The North Well, which would provide water to support construction of the 
northern portion of the facility and all operational water for the facility, would be l ocated at the 
same location pr oposed f or t he pr imary well i n t he P roposed Action.  T he South W ell, which 
would provide w ater t o s upport c onstruction of  t he s outhern por tion of  t he f acility and w ould 
serve as  a bac k-up well dur ing oper ations, would be l ocated s outh of  t he Primm Valley Golf 
Course near the Yates Well Road exit in I-15. 

In addition, three groundwater monitoring wells would be installed to evaluate potential impacts 
to groundwater availability and quality.  T he production wells would be 12 i nches in diameter 
and 670 feet deep, with a screened interval located at a depth of 430 to 630 feet below ground 
surface.  T he m onitoring wells would be appr oximately 220 f eet deep.  The m onitoring wells 
would include two located in the northern portion of the bifurcated footprint, and one l ocated in 
the southern portion. 

 

Basin-Wide Overdraft 

The analysis of the availability of water within the IVGB is the same for Alternative 2 as with the 
Proposed Action.  As shown in Table 4.19-1, the total water balance in the basin would remain 
positive during construction of Alternative 2, in the range of 530 to 1,845 ac-ft/yr.  Therefore, 
construction of Alternative 2 would not  hav e any  adv erse i mpact as sociated w ith bas in-wide 
overdraft issues. 

 

Local Drawdown 

Similar to the Proposed Action, a large amount of the current and f uture groundwater usage in 
the IVGB occurs within a limited area of the basin to the southwest of Primm.  The wells for the 
two largest water users in the basin (Primm  and the Primm Valley Golf Course), as well as the 
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Ivanpah SEGS groundwater well, are al l within less than 3 miles of  the wells for Alternative 2.  
In all, more than 4,000 ac-ft/yr (almost 61 percent) of the total 6,584 ac-ft/yr withdrawn in the 
basin would be withdrawn from this limited area of the basin.  Therefore, although the basin as 
a whole can likely support the groundwater withdrawal rates, there is l ikely t o be l ocal 
groundwater level decline. 

The Applicant has conducted modeling of g roundwater w ithdrawal t o es timate t he i mpact of  
Alternative 2 groundwater withdrawal on groundwater levels in nearby wells.  The modeling was 
conducted using a 2-year construction period s cenario and a 4 -year construction per iod 
scenario.  O f these, the two year analysis is the more conservative because i t concentrates a 
greater volume of withdrawal into a shorter time period. 

The results of the Applicant’s analysis for Alternative 2 indicate that groundwater level declines 
in the other wells over the entire construction, operations, and decommissioning duration would 
range f rom 0. 28 f eet at  w ells W P-5 and WP-6 to 0.35 feet at Ivanpah SEGS, 0.90 feet at 
Colosseum 1, and 1.04 feet at Colosseum 2 (West Yost 2011).  As shown in the annual report 
for the Primm V alley Golf C ourse ( Broadbent 2012), long-term declines i n these wells have 
already ranged from 4 to 5 feet.  However, the water level in each of the Colosseum wells is 
more t han 11 f eet above the tentative County s ignificance c riteria.  T herefore, t he addi tional 
decline provided by the Stateline wells would be an adverse impact, but their contribution would 
be minor compared to other wells.  Predicted water level declines in the Primm wells are even 
smaller than those in the Colosseum wells, and are not expected to result in an adverse impact. 

The Applicant has developed a Groundwater Monitoring and Reporting Plan (West Yost 2012b) 
to f ulfill t he r equirements of  t he S an B ernardino County groundwater monitoring program 
guidelines.  Implementation of the plan would be required as part of mitigation measure MM-
Water-3.  The plan addresses installation of three monitoring wells, specification of a monitoring 
network, means to establish bas eline g roundwater c onditions, dat a t o be c ollected i n t he 
program, and means to compare collected data to baseline data. 

The plan also provides interim s ignificance c riteria t hat t he Applicant p roposes to use f or t he 
first five years, and which would then be updated based on information collected during the first 
five year period.  The proposed criterion is based on a 20 per cent increase over the simulated 
drawdown at  a di stance of  1. 5 m iles f rom the North Well.  The di stance of  1. 5 m iles i s t he 
distance between the North Well and t he nearest existing groundwater production well, WP-6.  
The baseline simulation of a dr awdown of  0. 23 f eet i s bas ed on t he pr edicted dr awdown 
following f our y ears of  c onstruction and one y ear of  oper ations.  If the monitoring program 
documents a drawdown that exceeds the criterion, then the Applicant would mitigate the decline 
through use of the secondary well, or through implementation of groundwater treatment. 

The following mitigation m easures would hel p t o ens ure that basin overdraft and offsite 
drawdown of more than 5 feet do not occur.  Mitigation measure MM-Water-2 would require the 
Applicant t o dev elop a W ater S upply C ontingency P lan t hat w ould be implemented if their 
proposed water withdrawal were found to be causing unacceptable adverse impacts.  Measure 
MM-Water-3 would require monitoring to ensure that no impacts occur, and response actions to 
be taken if certain water level or water quality triggers are met.   Measures MM-Water-4 and 
MM-Water-5 w ould s eek t o ens ure t hat t he dev elopment on the surface uses pervious 
groundcover and is otherwise designed to maximize groundwater infiltration.  Measure MM-
Water-6 would require employee training on w ater conservation in order to reduce the volume 
of water use by the project. 

 



DESERT STATELINE SOLAR FARM PROJECT 
4.19 WATER RESOURCES 

 

NOVEMBER 2012 4.19-29 DRAFT EIS/EIR 
 

Surface Water and Drainage Patterns 
The impact of Alternative 2 on surface water and dr ainage patterns would be the same under 
construction, operations and m aintenance, and dec ommissioning.  T his is bec ause any  
potential impact would be associated with vegetation removal, site grading, implementation of 
debris and sediment basins, and ex istence of  i nfrastructure on t he pr oject s ite.  O nce 
vegetation r emoval, g rading, and bas in c onstruction i s c ompleted dur ing ear ly phas es of 
construction, potential i mpacts of  t he f acility on s tormwater f low w ould r emain t he s ame 
throughout t he r emainder of  t he c onstruction per iod, and i nto t he oper ations and 
decommissioning period.  Therefore, this analysis is presented here under construction, but is 
not repeated for operations and decommissioning of Alternative 2. 

The situation of the Alternative 2 site layout on an active alluvial fan system characterized by 
numerous ephemeral drainages would be similar to that for the Proposed Action.  However, the 
Alternative 2 s ite l ayout w ould i nclude a s outhern por tion t hat lies within different drainage 
subbasins than the Proposed Action. 

To evaluate and dev elop r esponses t o potential i mpacts, t he A pplicant has  c onducted 
hydrologic modeling to predict stormwater flow conditions, designed the Alternative 2 site layout 
to i ncorporate pr otective f eatures, and t hen i ncluded these protective features in additional 
modeling to verify that they would pr otect bot h t he f acility and t he downgradient ar eas.  The 
modeling methodology and assumptions used were the same as those used for the analysis of 
the P roposed A ction.  Li ke t he P roposed A ction, A lternative 2 would include avoidance of 
drainage channels, implementation of upgradient debris basins, grading of the PV array areas, 
implementation of  dow ngradient sediment basins, and us e of  s ilt f ence and f iber r olls t o 
manage stormwater. 

The modeling effort i dentified eight drainage s ubbasins t otaling m ore t han 3 3,000 ac res 
providing stormwater f low into the project area.  T he resulting flow rate calculations are shown 
in Table 4.19-4. 

Table 4.19-4. Comparison of Existing and Post-Development Flow Rates, Alternative 2 
Sub-
Basin 

Existing Flow Rates 
(cubic feet per second) 

Post-Development Flow Rates 
(cubic feet per second) 

 1.2 yr 10 yr 25 yr 100 yr 1.2 yr 10 yr 25 yr 100 yr 
1 530 2,927 4,009 6,624 541 2,950 4,033 6,638 
2 548 3,134 4,301 7,215 557 3,160 4,329 7,233 
3 280 1,602 2,213 3,742 285 1,615 2,226 3,751 
4 326 1,884 2,597 4,381 329 1,891 2,605 4,386 
5 419 2,346 3,229 5,420 419 2,346 3,229 5,420 
6 432 2,358 3,225 5,334 437 2,367 3,235 5,340 
7 554 3,329 4,604 7,835 561 3,346 4,622 7,847 
8 213 1,032 1,402 2,266 214 1,033 1,403 2,266 

Average Percentage Change in Flow Rate +1.16% +0.48% +0.37% +0.14% 
 

The flow rates presented in Table 4.19.4 show that, on average, the development of Alternative 
2 would increase f low rates in the subbasins by a m aximum of about 1.2 percent.  I n general, 
the reason that the development would have such a l imited effect on flow rates is because 
stormwater v elocities w ould be del iberately s lowed by  t he us e of  t he debr is and sediment 
basins.  Based on these results, Alternative 2 would not be subjected to increased potential for 
flood damage, and would not modify erosion or sedimentation rates in downstream areas. 

Maintaining these results depends on continued operation of the debris and sediment basins as 
they are designed to operate.  Mitigation measure MM-Water-9 would require the Applicant to 
implement their S torm W ater Management P lan ( First S olar 2012k ), which specifies how the 
debris and sediment basins w ould be des igned, i nspected, and m aintained t o ensure their 
continued operation.  BLM has reviewed the design of the basins on the Applicant’s site plans, 
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the proposed methods for inspection and m aintenance in the Storm Water Management Plan, 
and the methodologies and input parameters for the hydrologic modeling, and concludes that 
Alternative 2  would not  be s ubjected t o i ncreased pot ential f or f lood d amage, and w ould not 
modify erosion or sedimentation rates in downstream areas. 

 

Stormwater Drainage Systems 
Similar to the discussion of surface water and drainage pattern impacts, the impact of 
Alternative 2 on stormwater dr ainage s ystems would be the same under c onstruction, 
operations and m aintenance, and dec ommissioning.  T his i s bec ause any potential impact 
would be associated with modification of stormwater flow pathways, volumes, or velocities, and 
these modifications w ould oc cur dur ing i nitial s tages of  c onstruction and be m aintained 
throughout the operations and decommissioning periods.  Therefore, this analysis is presented 
here under construction, but is not repeated for operations and decommissioning of Alternative 
2. 

No designed stormwater drainage system currently exists in the area of the proposed Stateline 
facility s ite.  I mplementation of  Alternative 2  would include c onstruction of  dr ainage s ystems 
including debris basins, sediment basins, and culverts on the project site itself to protect onsite 
facilities and ens ure t hat s tormwater r eleased dow nstream of  t he facility mimics pre-
development c onditions.  T he pr oject w ould not  i nclude c onstruction or  m odification of any 
stormwater systems either upgradient or downgradient of the facility.  T herefore, Alternative 2 
would not  hav e t he pot ential t o c reate or  c ontribute r unoff w ater w hich w ould ex ceed t he 
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems and, therefore, no mitigation 
measures are required to address potential ef fects to existing or planned stormwater drainage 
systems. 

 

Flood Hazard Areas 
Similar to the discussion of drainage pat tern and dr ainage s ystem i mpacts, t he i mpact of  
Alternative 2 as sociated w ith f lood haz ard ar eas w ould be the same under construction, 
operations a nd m aintenance, and dec ommissioning.  T his i s bec ause any potential impact 
would be associated with modification of stormwater flow pathways, volumes, or velocities, and 
these modifications w ould oc cur dur ing i nitial s tages of  c onstruction and be m aintained 
throughout the operations and decommissioning periods.  Therefore, this analysis is presented 
here under construction, but is not repeated for operations and decommissioning of Alternative 
2. 

Alternative 2 would be located in FEMA Zone D , w hich i s c lassified as  an ar ea w here f lood 
hazards have not been mapped (FEMA 2008).   A lthough a f lood hazard analysis has not been 
conducted by  FE MA f or t his ar ea, t he hy drologic s tudy and m odeling c ompleted by the 
Applicant (Taney Engineering 2011b) included calculation of the potential f or scour to 
destabilize structures constructed on the site. 

The scour analysis was conducted for the 100 year flood scenario, and included an analysis of 
the project area without implementation of upstream debris basins, and then with 
implementation of upstream debris basins.  The analysis demonstrated that, without stormwater 
management, scour depths of up t o 4.4 feet could occur around the support posts of the solar 
arrays.  This depth of scour would not be large enough to destabilize the arrays because of the 
depth of installation of the supports, and the fact that each array is supported by multiple posts.  
The scour calculation for the post-development condition, which would include debris basins to 
slow stormwater and release it as sheet flow across the solar array area, would be 
approximately 2.1 feet in depth.  Again, this depth would not be high enough to destabilize site 
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structures.  The Applicant’s Storm Water Management Plan includes provisions to inspect the 
site following storm events, and any scour of this magnitude would be found and corrected. 

 

Water Quality 
Surface Water 

Construction of the facility under Alternative 2 would include implementation of a Construction 
SWPPP, in compliance with m itigation m easures M M-Water-8 and S ection 402 of  t he C WA 
(see Section 3.19.2.1 of  this draft EIS/EIR), which s pecifies B MPs t o m inimize and/ or av oid 
potential impacts associated with stormwater runoff.  T he SWPPP would incorporate standard 
BMPs t o pr otect w ater q uality and av oid adv erse effects of project c onstruction on s urface 
water quality, including BMPs to prevent drainage pattern alterations to result in adverse effects 
to surface waters. 

The potential f or construction of  Alternative 2 t o contribute s ources of  pol luted r unoff i f a n 
accidental l eak or  r elease of  har mful m aterials w ere t o oc cur during construction activities 
would be t he s ame as  ev aluated f or t he P roposed A ction.  T he A pplicant has  developed an 
Emergency Response and Hazardous Materials Management Plan (First Solar 2012b), as 
required by mitigation measure MM-PH&S-2, which includes identification of all hazardous 
materials t hat w ould be us ed, s tored, or  t ransported at  t he s ite; es tablishes i nspection 
procedures, s torage r equirements, storage q uantity l imits, i nventory control, non -hazardous 
product substitutes, and disposition of excess materials; and requirements for notices to federal 
and local emergency response authorities.  S econdary containment would be pr ovided f or al l 
on-site hazardous materials and waste storage, including fuel.  The types and volumes of fuels 
and hazardous materials would be the same under Alternative 2 as in the Proposed Action.  In 
addition, the Applicant would site all fueling, hazardous materials storage areas, and operation 
and maintenance activities involving hazardous materials at least 100 feet away from blue-line 
drainages as identified on USGS topography maps and wetlands.  Similar protective measures, 
training, and reporting would be required as part of mitigation measure MM-Water-10. 

With compliance with regulatory requirements and implementation of mitigation measures MM-
PH&S-2, MM -Water-8, and M M-Water-10, pot ential i mpacts as sociated w ith t he c reation of  
polluted runoff under Alternative 2 would be minimized and/or avoided. 

 

Groundwater 

The management of hazardous materials and fuels during construction of Alternative 2 would 
be t he s ame as  di scussed above f or s urface water.  The regulatory requirements, mitigation 
measures ( specifically, M M-PH&S-2 and M M-Water-10), and m anagement plans t hat w ould 
minimize the potential for release of contaminants to surface water would also be effective in 
minimizing the potential for their release to groundwater.  Given the depth to groundwater at the 
site (approximately 200 feet), it is highly unlikely that any release of fuel or hazardous materials 
on the surface could reach g roundwater.  A ny releases would l ikely be v ery small in volume, 
and w ould be i dentified and r emediated bef ore t hey c ould m igrate t he large distance to 
groundwater.  Therefore, contamination of groundwater by the release of contaminants under 
Alternative 2 is very unlikely. 

The A pplicant’s pr oposed us e of  a t emporary s eptic t ank and l each f ield s ystem for the 
construction of fice ar ea c ould pot entially hav e an adv erse i mpact on soil, surface water, or 
groundwater quality.  M itigation m easure M M-Water-12 w ould r equire t hat t he A pplicant us e 
portable toilet facilities throughout the project site during construction. 
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Mobilization of existing poor quality groundwater is a potential concern for Alternative 2, as it is 
for t he P roposed Action.  As discussed in Section 4.19.3.1, m obilization of  hi gh s alinity 
groundwater has been documented to occur in the local area as a result of groundwater 
withdrawal from the Primm (WP-5 and W P-6) and Primm Valley Golf Course (PVGC-7, PVGC-
8, PVGC-9, Colosseum 1, and Colosseum 2) wells (Broadbent 2002; Broadbent 2009).  Under 
Alternative 2,  t he l ocation of  t he North W ell in close proximity to the Dry Lake, and the 
withdrawal r ate f rom t hat well during construction bei ng c omparable t o t he r ates of  t he W P, 
PVGC, and Colosseum wells, indicates t hat w ater pr oduction dur ing c onstruction c ould 
potentially result in mobilization of saline water from depth or from the Dry Lake.  It is likely that 
this impact would occur i f t he peak  construction production rate were to occur over the long-
term, but it is less certain that the effect would occur within the relatively short duration of peak 
groundwater usage, which would be only one year during construction. 

Based on the proximity of the proposed project North Well to the Dry Lake, it is likely that 
original TDS concentrations in these wells would be in the range of 500 to 800 mg/L or greater.  
It is also likely t hat T DS c oncentrations w ould i ncrease t hroughout t he duration of  t he 
construction period, an effect which could be enhanced due to the concurrent pumping of the 
Primm wells.  T his impact would be adverse, but would l ikely be temporary during and shortly 
following construction.  O nce pumping rates are reduced to minimal levels during operations, 
groundwater recharge from higher elevations on the alluvial fan would likely restore 
groundwater quality to original levels. 

The Applicant’s Groundwater Monitoring and Reporting Plan has been reviewed by the County, 
meets County requirements, and would be sufficient to evaluate potential water quality impacts 
associated with Alternative 2.  H owever, the Plan does not def ine a w ater quality criterion that 
would be us ed t o i dentify i mpacts.  T herefore, mitigation measure MM-Water-3 i ncludes a 
requirement that the Applicant consult with the County and BLM to establish a baseline for the 
water quality criteria. 

Implementation of the Groundwater Monitoring and Reporting Plan and the following mitigation 
measures w ould hel p t o ens ure t hat g roundwater q uality i mpacts do not occur.  Mitigation 
measure MM-Water-2 would require the Applicant to develop a Water Supply Contingency Plan 
that would be i mplemented i f t heir pr oposed w ater w ithdrawal w ere f ound t o be c ausing 
unacceptable adverse water quality impacts.  Measure MM-Water-3 would require monitoring to 
ensure that no i mpacts occur, and r esponse actions to be t aken if certain water level or water 
quality triggers are met.   Measures MM-Water-4 and MM-Water-5 would seek to ensure that 
the development on the surface uses pervious groundcover and is otherwise designed to 
maximize groundwater infiltration, which in turn w ould as sist i n pr oviding f reshwater t o t he 
aquifer.  Measure MM-Water-6 would require employee training on water conservation in order 
to reduce the volume of water use by the project.  As discussed for construction of Alternative 
1, Mitigation Measure MM-Water-11, would require that the Applicant obtain drinking water from 
offsite s ources i f t he anal ytical r esults from the onsite wells i ndicate t hat t he water does  not  
meet EPA’s drinking water standard. 

 

Mudflow 
Although the site location is different under Alternative 2 than the Proposed Action, the general 
setting on flat ground near the D ry Lak e bed and s everal m iles f rom t he C lark M ountains 
indicates that there is no potential for the facility under Alternative 2 to be impacted by mudflow, 
or t o c ause m udflow, during c onstruction, oper ations, or  dec ommissioning.  B ecause t here 
would be no impacts under any phase of the pr oject, this analysis is presented here under  
construction, but is not repeated for operations and decommissioning of Alternative 2. 
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Operation and Maintenance 
Groundwater Supply and Recharge 
The onl y water use associated w ith oper ations of A lternative 2 w ould be the use of  no m ore 
than 20 ac-ft/yr of water for sanitary purposes.  No water would be us ed for cleaning solar 
panels during operations. 

 

Basin-Wide Overdraft 

The s ituation of  t he production w ells under  oper ations w ith r espect t o bas in-wide overdraft 
concerns i s t he same as  evaluated under  construction of A lternative 2 .  A comparison of the 
groundwater recharge rate and potential basin pump rates was shown in Table 4.19-1, and that 
analysis concluded that the total water balance in the basin during construction of Alternative 2 
would r emain positive, i n t he r ange of  530 t o 1, 845 ac-ft/yr.  T hat anal ysis i ncluded an 
assumption of an ex traction rate of  1,045 ac-ft/yr for the Stateline facility, which is the highest 
rate that would be ant icipated during construction.  During operations of Alternative 2, that rate 
would drop to 20 ac-ft/yr.  Therefore, the available water balance during operations of 
Alternative 2 would be much higher, in the range of 1,586 to 2,901 ac-ft/yr, and there would be 
no adverse impact. 

 

Local Drawdown 

The analysis of the effect of local drawdown presented for construction of Alternative 2 is also 
applicable to operations.  The modeling conducted by the Applicant included a construction 
period of 2 years and 4 years, followed by a 30-year operational period. 

The results of the Applicant’s analysis for Alternative 2 indicate that groundwater level declines 
in the other nearby wells over the ent ire construction, operations, and decommissioning 
duration would range f rom 0.28 feet at wells WP-5 and WP-6 to 0.35 feet at Ivanpah SEGS, 
0.90 feet at Colosseum 1, and 1.04 feet at Colosseum 2 (West Yost 2011).  A s shown in the 
annual report for the Primm Valley Golf Course (Broadbent 2012), long-term declines in these 
wells hav e al ready ranged from 4 to 5 feet.  In addition, the water level in each of the 
Colosseum w ells i s m ore t han 11 f eet abov e t he tentative County s ignificance c riteria.  I n 
general, the water withdrawal rate of 20 ac-ft/yr during operations is minimal compared to rates 
of 860 ac -ft/yr for Primm, 1,800 ac-ft/yr for the Primm Valley Golf Course, and 100 ac -ft/yr for 
Ivanpah SEGS.  Therefore, t he addi tional dec line provided by  t he Stateline w ells under 
operations of Alternative 2 would be a minor impact. 

The Applicant’s Groundwater Monitoring and Reporting Plan (West Yost 2012b) would also be 
applicable to the project operations under Alternative 2.  The following mitigation measures 
would help to ensure that basin overdraft and offsite drawdown of more than 5 feet do not 
occur.  Mitigation measure MM-Water-2 would require the Applicant to develop a Water Supply 
Contingency Plan that would be implemented if their proposed water withdrawal were found to 
be causing unacceptable adverse impacts.  Measure MM-Water-3 would require monitoring to 
ensure that no i mpacts occur, and r esponse actions to be t aken if certain water level or water 
quality t riggers ar e m et.   M easure M M-Water-6 would require em ployee t raining on w ater 
conservation in order to reduce the volume of water use by the project.  
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Water Quality 
Surface Water 

The potential for operations of Alternative 2 to contribute sources of polluted runoff if an 
accidental leak or release of harmful materials were to occur would be the same as evaluated 
for t he P roposed A ction.  The Applicant has  dev eloped an Emergency R esponse and 
Hazardous Materials Management Plan (First Solar 2012b), as required by mitigation measure 
MM-PH&S-2, w hich i ncludes identification of  al l haz ardous m aterials t hat w ould be used, 
stored, or  t ransported at the site; establishes i nspection pr ocedures, s torage r equirements, 
storage quantity limits, inventory control, non-hazardous product substitutes, and disposition of 
excess m aterials; and r equirements f or not ices t o f ederal and l ocal emergency response 
authorities.  S econdary containment would be pr ovided for all on-site hazardous materials and 
waste storage, including fuel.  The types and volumes of fuels and hazardous materials would 
be the same under Alternative 2 as in the Proposed Action.  In addition, the Applicant would site 
all fueling, hazardous materials storage areas, and operation and maintenance activities 
involving hazardous materials at least 100 feet away from blue-line drainages as identified on 
USGS topography maps and wetlands.  Similar protective measures, training, and r eporting 
would be required as part of mitigation measure MM-Water-10. 

With compliance with regulatory requirements and implementation of mitigation measures MM-
PH&S-2, MM -Water-8, and M M-Water-10, pot ential i mpacts as sociated w ith t he c reation of  
polluted runoff would be minimized and/or avoided. 

 

Groundwater 

The management of hazardous materials and fuels during operations of Alternative 2 would be 
the same as discussed above for surface water.  The regulatory requirements, mitigation 
measures ( specifically, M M-PH&S-2 and M M-Water-10), and m anagement pl ans t hat w ould 
minimize the potential for release of contaminants to surface water would also be effective in 
minimizing t he pot ential f or t heir r elease t o g roundwater.  An addi tional r equirement dur ing 
operations would be development and implementation of a SPCC Plan to manage the presence 
of oi l-containing t ransformers.  T he S PCC P lan would i dentify hazardous materials managed 
onsite dur ing oper ations, specify t he use of  appr opriate spill containment and cleanup kits to 
contain ac cidental haz ardous m aterial r eleases, and specify inspection and response 
procedures and r esponsibilities.  The Applicant’s Emergency Response and Hazardous 
Materials Management Plan (First Solar 2012b), as required by mitigation measure MM-PH&S-
2, w ould ensure that hazardous m aterials and w astes w ould be handl ed i n a safe and 
environmentally sound manner to prevent releases and in compliance with the requirements set 
forth in the applicable codes and r egulations. Best management practices by the Applicant as 
presented in the SPCC Plan would ensure that the Applicant minimizes, avoids, or cleans up 
unforeseen spills of haz ardous m aterial.  Given the dept h to groundwater at the site 
(approximately 200 f eet), it is highly unlikely that any release of fuel or hazardous materials on 
the surface could r each g roundwater.  A ny r eleases dur ing oper ations of A lternative 2 would 
likely be very small i n v olume, and w ould be i dentified and r emediated bef ore t hey c ould 
migrate t he l arge di stance t o g roundwater.  T herefore, c ontamination of  g roundwater by  the 
release of contaminants is very unlikely. 

Mobilization of existing poor quality groundwater, as discussed for construction, would likely not 
be a c oncern during operations of Alternative 2 due to the low volumes of water that would be 
produced f rom the new g roundwater wells.  A lthough the wells could be s ubject to increased 
salinity during construction, this effect would likely be temporary, and would dissipate when 
production levels are reduced to no more than 20 ac-ft/yr during operations. 
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The A pplicant’s G roundwater Monitoring and R eporting P lan would al so be appl icable during 
project operations of Alternative 2.  The following mitigation measures would help to ensure that 
groundwater quality impacts do not  occur.  M itigation measure MM-Water-2 would require the 
Applicant t o dev elop a W ater S upply C ontingency P lan t hat w ould be implemented if their 
proposed water withdrawal were found t o be c ausing unac ceptable adv erse w ater q uality 
impacts.  Measure MM-Water-3 would require monitoring to ensure that no impacts occur, and 
response actions to be taken if certain water level or water quality triggers are met.   Measures 
MM-Water-4 and MM-Water-5 would seek to ensure that the development on the surface uses 
pervious groundcover and i s otherwise designed to maximize groundwater infiltration, which in 
turn would assist i n pr oviding f reshwater t o the aquifer.  Measure MM-Water-6 would require 
employee t raining o n w ater c onservation i n or der t o r educe t he v olume of  w ater us e by  the 
project. Mitigation Measure MM-Water-11, would require that the Applicant obtain drinking 
water from offsite sources if the analytical results f rom the onsite wells indicate that the water 
does not meet EPA’s drinking water standard. 

 

Decommissioning 
Groundwater Supply and Recharge 
The A pplicant has  not  def ined t he am ount of  w ater t hat w ould be r equired f or dust control 
during dec ommissioning of  t he pr oject.  G iven that decommissioning of Alternative 2 would 
require ear th-moving ac tivities ac ross t he same t otal ac reage as  construction, this evaluation 
assumes t hat dec ommissioning w ould r equire, at  a m aximum, t he s ame v olume of  water as 
construction.  The impacts of this water use, including water level declines in nearby wells and 
the potential to mobilize saline groundwater from depth or from the dry lake, would be the same 
as evaluated for construction of Alternative 2.  In addition, the mitigation measures required for 
construction would also apply to decommissioning.  In practice, it is likely that water use during 
decommissioning would be much less than construction, because the duration would be m uch 
shorter.  The water would be obt ained f rom t he same t wo g roundwater pr oduction wells that 
would supply water for construction and operations. 

 

Basin-Wide Overdraft 

The s ituation of  t he proposed production wells under  decommissioning with respect t o basin-
wide overdraft concerns is the s ame as  ev aluated under  c onstruction.  A c omparison of  the 
groundwater recharge rate and potential basin pump rates was shown in Table 4.19-1, and that 
analysis concluded that the total water balance in the basin during construction would remain 
positive for A lternative 2 , i n t he r ange of  530 t o 1, 845 ac-ft/yr.  T hat anal ysis i ncluded an 
assumption of an extraction rate of  1,045 ac-ft/yr for the Stateline facility, which is the highest 
rate that would be anticipated during construction.  During decommissioning, the rate could rise 
again t o 1,045 ac-ft/yr, b ut f or a m uch s horter dur ation t han c onstruction.  T herefore, the 
available water balance during decommissioning would be in the range of 1,586 to 2,901 ac-
ft/yr, and there would be no adverse impact. 

 

Local Drawdown 

The analysis of  the ef fect of  local drawdown presented for construction of Alternative 2 is also 
applicable to decommissioning.  The modeling conducted by the Applicant included a 
construction period of 2 years and 4 years, followed by a 30-year operational period. 

The results of the Applicant’s analysis for Alternative 2 indicate that groundwater level declines 
in the other nearby wells over the ent ire construction, operations, and decommissioning 
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duration would range from 0.28 feet at wells WP-5 and WP-6 to 0.35 feet at Ivanpah SEGS, 
0.90 feet at Colosseum 1, and 1.04 feet at Colosseum 2 (West Yost 2011).  A s shown in the 
annual report for the Primm Valley Golf Course (Broadbent 2012), long-term declines in these 
wells hav e al ready r anged f rom 4 t o 5 f eet.  I n addition, the water level in each of the 
Colosseum w ells i s m ore t han 11 f eet abov e t he tentative County s ignificance c riteria.  
Therefore, the additional decline provided by the Stateline wells under Alternative 2 would be a 
minor impact. 

The Applicant’s Groundwater Monitoring and Reporting Plan (West Yost 2012b) would also be 
applicable to the project decommissioning under Alternative 2.  The following mitigation 
measures would help to ensure that basin overdraft and offsite drawdown of more than 5 f eet 
do not occur.  Mitigation measure MM-Water-2 would require the Applicant to develop a W ater 
Supply Contingency Plan that would be i mplemented i f t heir proposed water withdrawal were 
found to be causing unacceptable adverse impacts.  Measure MM-Water-6 would require 
employee t raining on w ater c onservation i n or der t o r educe t he v olume of  w ater us e by  the 
project. 

 

Water Quality 
Surface Water 

Decommissioning of  Alternative 2  would include use of the same types and amounts of fuels 
and hazardous materials as construction, but for a shorter duration.  The Applicant’s 
Emergency Response and Hazardous Materials Management Plan (First Solar 2012b), as 
required by mitigation measure MM-PH&S-2, would be appl icable to project decommissioning.  
This Plan includes identification of all hazardous materials that w ould be us ed, s tored, or  
transported at the site; establishes inspection procedures, storage requirements, storage 
quantity l imits, inventory control, non-hazardous product substitutes, and di sposition of  excess 
materials; and r equirements f or not ices to f ederal and l ocal em ergency response authorities.  
Secondary c ontainment w ould be pr ovided f or al l on -site haz ardous m aterials and w aste 
storage, i ncluding f uel.  O nce dec ommissioning i s c ompleted, r emaining f uel and hazardous 
materials would be removed from the site, and any waste materials would be disposed offsite in 
accordance w ith r egulatory r equirements. Similar protective measures, t raining, and r eporting 
would be required as part of mitigation measure MM-Water-10. 

With compliance with regulatory requirements and implementation of mitigation measures MM-
PH&S-2, MM -Water-8, and M M-Water-10, pot ential i mpacts as sociated w ith t he c reation of  
polluted runoff under Alternative 2 would be minimized and/or avoided. 

 

Groundwater 

The m anagement of  haz ardous materials and f uels dur ing decommissioning of A lternative 2 
would be the same as discussed above for surface water.  The regulatory requirements, 
mitigation measures (specifically, MM-PH&S-2 and MM-Water-10), and management plans that 
would m inimize t he p otential f or r elease of  c ontaminants t o s urface w ater w ould al so be 
effective in minimizing the potential f or t heir r elease t o g roundwater.  The A pplicant’s 
Emergency Response and Hazardous Materials Management Plan (First Solar 2012b), as 
required by  m itigation m easure M M-PH&S-2, w ould ens ure t hat haz ardous m aterials and 
wastes would be handled in a safe and environmentally sound manner to prevent releases and 
in compliance with the requirements set forth in the applicable codes and regulations.  Given 
the depth t o g roundwater at  t he s ite ( approximately 200 f eet), i t i s hi ghly unl ikely t hat any  
release of fuel or hazardous materials on t he surface could reach groundwater.  A ny releases 
during decommissioning of A lternative 2 w ould l ikely be v ery s mall i n v olume, and would be 
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identified and r emediated bef ore t hey c ould m igrate t he l arge distance to groundwater.  
Therefore, contamination of groundwater by the release of contaminants is very unlikely. 

Mobilization of existing poor quality groundwater, as discussed for construction, would likely not 
be a c oncern dur ing decommissioning of A lternative 2 due t o t he l ow v olumes of  w ater t hat 
would be produced from the new g roundwater wells.  A lthough t he wells could be s ubject t o 
increased salinity during construction, this effect would likely be temporary, and would dissipate 
when production levels are reduced t o no m ore t han 20 ac -ft/yr dur ing oper ations.  During 
decommissioning, t he r ate c ould r ise ag ain to 1,045 ac-ft/yr, but  f or a m uch shorter dur ation 
than construction. 

The A pplicant’s G roundwater Monitoring and R eporting P lan would al so be appl icable during 
project decommissioning of A lternative 2.   The f ollowing mitigation measures would help to 
ensure that groundwater quality impacts do not  occur.  Mitigation measure MM-Water-2 would 
require the Applicant to develop a Water Supply Contingency Plan that would be implemented if 
their proposed water withdrawal were found to be c ausing unacceptable adverse water quality 
impacts.  Measure MM-Water-3 would require monitoring to ensure that no impacts occur, and 
response actions to be taken if certain water level or water quality triggers are met.   Measures 
MM-Water-4 and MM-Water-5 would seek to ensure that the development on the surface uses 
pervious groundcover and is otherwise designed to maximize groundwater infiltration, which in 
turn would assist i n pr oviding f reshwater t o the aquifer.  Measure MM-Water-6 would require 
employee t raining on w ater c onservation i n or der t o r educe t he v olume of  w ater us e by  the 
project. Mitigation Measure MM-Water-11, would require that the Applicant obtain drinking 
water from of fsite sources if the analytical results f rom the onsite wells indicate that the water 
does not meet EPA’s drinking water standard. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The action of modifying the boundary of  the Ivanpah DWMA under Alternative 2 w ould be t he 
same as  t hat f or t he P roposed A ction.  T his ac tion would not  r equire c onstruction of  any  
structures, use of  w ater r esources, or  us e of  haz ardous m aterials t hat could i mpact w ater 
quality.  There would be no i mpacts t o water r esources associated w ith t he m odified DWMA 
boundary. 

 

4.19.4.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 

WR-1 

Construction  
Surface Water 

Construction of  Alternative 2  would i nclude i mplementation of  a C onstruction SW PPP, i n 
compliance with m itigation measures MM-Water-8 and S ection 402 of  t he CWA (see Section 
3.19.2.1 of this draft EIS/EIR), which specifies BMPs to minimize and/or avoid potential impacts 
associated with stormwater runoff.  The Applicant has also developed an Emergency Response 
and Hazardous Materials Management Plan (First Solar 2012b), as required by mitigation 
measure MM-PH&S-2, which includes identification of all haz ardous materials that would be 
used, stored, or transported at the site; establishes i nspection pr ocedures, storage 
requirements, storage quantity limits, inventory control, non-hazardous product substitutes, and 
disposition of excess materials; and r equirements f or not ices t o f ederal and l ocal em ergency 
response aut horities.  S econdary c ontainment w ould be pr ovided f or al l on -site haz ardous 
materials and w aste s torage, i ncluding f uel.  Fuel  s torage ( for c onstruction v ehicles and 
equipment) would be a temporary activity occurring onl y f or as  l ong as  i s needed t o support 
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construction ac tivities.  I n addi tion, t he A pplicant w ould s ite al l f ueling, haz ardous materials 
storage areas, and operation and maintenance activities involving hazardous materials at least 
100 feet away from blue-line drainages as identified on USGS topography maps and wetlands.  
Similar protective m easures, t raining, and r eporting w ould be r equired as  par t of  m itigation 
measure MM-Water-10. 

With compliance with regulatory requirements and implementation of mitigation measures MM-
PH&S-2, MM -Water-8, and M M-Water-10, pot ential i mpacts as sociated w ith t he c reation of  
polluted runoff under Alternative 2 would be minimized and/or avoided.  Impacts with respect to 
WR-1 would be less than significant. 

 

Groundwater 

Potential deg radation of  g roundwater q uality c ould oc cur under A lternative 2 if t he pr oject 
releases contaminants to groundwater, or  c aused m obilization of  ex isting poor  q uality 
groundwater. 

With respect to the release of contaminants, the management of hazardous materials and fuels 
during construction would be the same as discussed above for surface water.  T he regulatory 
requirements, m itigation m easures ( specifically, M M-PH&S-2 and M M-Water-10), and 
management plans that would minimize the potential for release of contaminants to surface 
water under Alternative 2 would also be ef fective in minimizing the potential for their release to 
groundwater.  Given the depth to groundwater at  the site (approximately 200 feet), it is highly 
unlikely that any release of fuel or hazardous materials on the surface could reach groundwater.  
Any releases would likely be very small in volume, and would be identified and remediated 
before t hey c ould m igrate t he l arge di stance t o g roundwater.  Therefore, contamination of 
groundwater by  the release of  contaminants under A lternative 2 is very unl ikely, and i mpacts 
would be less than significant. 

The A pplicant’s pr oposed us e of  a t emporary s eptic t ank and l each f ield s ystem for the 
construction office ar ea c ould pot entially i mpact s oil, surface w ater, or  g roundwater q uality.  
Mitigation measure MM-Water-12, which would require that the Applicant use portable toilet 
facilities throughout the project site during construction, would ensure that this impact would be 
less than significant.. 

Mobilization of  ex isting poor  q uality g roundwater is a pot ential c oncern f or Alternative 2 .  As  
discussed in Section 4.19.3.1, mobilization of  high salinity groundwater has been documented 
to occur in the local area as a result of groundwater withdrawal from the Primm (WP-5 and WP-
6) and P rimm Valley Golf Course (PVGC-7, PVGC-8, PVGC-9, Colosseum 1, and C olosseum 
2) wells (Broadbent 2002; Broadbent 2009).  T he location of  the proposed North Well in close 
proximity t o t he D ry Lak e, and t he w ithdrawal r ate from that well during construction of 
Alternative 2 being comparable to the rates of the WP, PVGC, and Colosseum wells, indicates 
that water production during construction could potentially result in mobilization of saline water 
from depth or from the Dry Lake.  It is likely that this impact would occur if the peak construction 
production r ate were to occur ov er t he long-term, but  i t i s l ess c ertain t hat t he ef fect w ould 
occur within the relatively short duration of  peak groundwater usage, which would be only one 
year dur ing c onstruction.  If mobilization of  saline g roundwater di d oc cur, i ts ef fect on 
groundwater and surface water quality would be regulated by the RWQCB.  If the water quality 
degraded to the point of being unacceptable, the Applicant would acquire water from the 
secondary well, which is situated in a location that is less likely to be affected by saline 
intrusion.  If use of that well were not possible or did not address the issue, the Applicant would 
use on-site groundwater t reatment.  The impact would be adv erse and m ost significant during 
and shortly f ollowing construction.  Once pumping rates are reduced to m inimal levels dur ing 
operations, groundwater recharge from higher elevations on the alluvial fan would likely reduce, 
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arrest or  r everse t he l ateral m ovement of  saline groundwater and, over t ime,  would lik ely 
restore groundwater quality to pre-project levels. 

In general, the BLM and County review of the Plan indicates that it meets County requirements, 
and would be sufficient to evaluate potential water quality impacts associated with Alternative 2.  
However, the Plan does not define a water q uality c riterion t hat w ould be us ed t o i dentify 
impacts.  Therefore, mitigation measure MM-Water-3 includes a requirement that the Applicant 
consult with the County and BLM to establish a baseline for the water quality criteria. 

The following mitigation measures would help to ensure that groundwater quality impacts do not 
occur under A lternative 2 .  M itigation measure MM-Water-2 would r equire t he A pplicant t o 
develop a Water Supply Contingency Plan that would be implemented if their proposed water 
withdrawal were found to be c ausing unac ceptable adv erse w ater q uality i mpacts.  Measure 
MM-Water-3 would require monitoring to ensure that no impacts occur, and response actions to 
be taken if certain water level or water quality triggers are met.   Measures MM-Water-4 and 
MM-Water-5 w ould s eek t o ens ure t hat t he dev elopment on the surface uses pervious 
groundcover and is otherwise designed to maximize groundwater infiltration, which in turn 
would as sist i n p roviding f reshwater t o t he aq uifer.  M easure M M-Water-6 w ould r equire 
employee t raining on w ater c onservation i n or der t o r educe t he v olume of  w ater us e by  the 
project.  Mitigation M easure M M-Water-11, would require that t he A pplicant obt ain dr inking 
water from of fsite sources i f the analytical results f rom the onsite wells indicate that the water 
does not meet E PA’s dr inking water s tandard.  With t hese m easures, and appl ication of  t he 
proposed provisional significance criterion based on a 20 percent increase in chloride 
concentrations as defined in the baseline, the impact of Alternative 2 would be reduced to less 
than significant levels. 

 

Operation and Maintenance  
Potential risks associated with release of  pol lutants to surface water or groundwater would be 
substantially lower during operations of Alternative 2 than during construction, due to the much 
smaller volumes of these materials that w ould be pr esent ons ite dur ing oper ations.  W ith 
compliance w ith r egulatory r equirements and i mplementation of  m itigation m easures MM-
PH&S-2, MM -Water-8, and M M-Water-10, pot ential i mpacts as sociated w ith t he c reation of  
polluted runoff would be minimized and/or avoided.  Impacts with respect to WR-1 under 
Alternative 2 would be less than significant.  

Mobilization of existing poor quality groundwater, as discussed for construction, would likely not 
be a c oncern during operations of Alternative 2 due to the low volumes of water that would be 
produced f rom the new g roundwater wells.  A lthough the wells could be s ubject to increased 
salinity during construction, this effect would likely be temporary, and would dissipate when 
production levels are reduced to no more than 20 ac-ft/yr during operations.  The Applicant’s 
Groundwater Monitoring and Reporting Plan would be implemented during project operations.  
The following mitigation measures would help to ensure that groundwater quality impacts do not 
occur under A lternative 2 .  M itigation measure MM-Water-2 would r equire t he A pplicant t o 
develop a Water Supply Contingency Plan that would be implemented if their proposed water 
withdrawal were found to be c ausing unac ceptable adv erse w ater q uality i mpacts.  Measure 
MM-Water-3 would require monitoring to ensure that no impacts occur, and response actions to 
be taken if certain water level or water quality triggers are met.   Measures MM-Water-4 and 
MM-Water-5 w ould s eek t o ens ure t hat t he dev elopment on the surface uses pervious 
groundcover and is otherwise designed to maximize groundwater infiltration, which in turn 
would as sist in pr oviding f reshwater t o t he aq uifer.  M easure M M-Water-6 w ould r equire 
employee t raining on w ater c onservation i n or der t o r educe t he v olume of  w ater us e by  the 
project.  Mitigation M easure M M-Water-11, would require that t he A pplicant obt ain dr inking 
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water from offsite sources i f the analytical results f rom the onsite wells indicate that the water 
does not  m eet E PA’s dr inking water s tandard.  With i mplementation of  t hese m itigation 
measures, impacts of Alternative 2 would be less than significant. 

 

Decommissioning  
Decommissioning of  Alternative 2  would include use of the same types and amounts of fuels 
and haz ardous m aterials as  c onstruction, but  f or a s horter dur ation.   T he Applicant’s 
Emergency Response and Hazardous Materials Management Plan (First Solar 2012b), as 
required by mitigation measure MM-PH&S-2, would be appl icable to project decommissioning.   
With compliance with regulatory requirements and implementation of mitigation measures MM-
PH&S-2, MM -Water-8, and M M-Water-10, pot ential i mpacts as sociated w ith t he c reation of  
polluted r unoff w ould be m inimized and/ or av oided.  I mpacts of Alternative 2 with r espect t o 
WR-1 would be less than significant.  

Mobilization of existing poor quality groundwater, as discussed for construction, would likely not 
be a c oncern dur ing dec ommissioning of A lternative 2 due t o t he l ow v olumes of  w ater t hat 
would be produced from the new g roundwater wells.  A lthough t he wells could be s ubject t o 
increased salinity during construction, this effect would likely be temporary, and would dissipate 
when production levels are reduced t o no m ore t han 20 ac -ft/yr dur ing oper ations.  During 
decommissioning, t he r ate c ould r ise ag ain to 1,045 ac-ft/yr, but  f or a m uch shorter dur ation 
than construction.  The Applicant’s Groundwater Monitoring and R eporting Plan would also be 
applicable dur ing pr oject decommissioning.  The f ollowing mitigation m easures would help to 
ensure that groundwater quality impacts do not  occur.  Mitigation measure MM-Water-2 would 
require the Applicant to develop a Water Supply Contingency Plan that would be implemented if 
their proposed water withdrawal were found to be c ausing unacceptable adverse water quality 
impacts.  Measure MM-Water-3 would require monitoring to ensure that no impacts occur, and 
response actions to be taken if certain water level or water quality triggers are met.   Measures 
MM-Water-4 and MM-Water-5 would seek to ensure that the development on the surface uses 
pervious groundcover and i s otherwise designed to maximize groundwater infiltration, which in 
turn would assist i n pr oviding f reshwater t o the aquifer.  Measure MM-Water-6 would require 
employee t raining on w ater c onservation i n or der t o r educe t he v olume of  w ater us e by  the 
project. Mitigation Measure MM-Water-11, would require that the Applicant obtain drinking 
water from offsite sources if the analytical results f rom the onsite wells indicate that the water 
does not  m eet E PA’s dr inking water s tandard.  With i mplementation of  t hese m itigation 
measures, impacts of Alternative 2 would be less than significant. 

 

WR-2 

Construction  
As discussed for direct and indirect impacts for construction, the total water balance in the 
basin would remain positive during construction of Alternative 2, in the range of 530 to 1,845 
ac-ft/yr.  Therefore, the overall IVGB is not currently in overdraft, and water withdrawal under 
Alternative 2 would not result in placing it into overdraft. 

The Applicant’s modeling of the impact of water withdrawal during construction was performed 
using the bifurcated footprint of the facility evaluated as part of Alternative 2, and indicated that 
drawdown effects would be l imited.  T he r esults of  t he A pplicant’s anal ysis f or A lternative 2 
indicate that groundwater level declines in the other wells would range from 0.28 feet at wells 
WP-5 and W P-6 t o 0. 35 f eet at  I vanpah S EGS, 0. 90 f eet at Colosseum 1, and 1.04 feet at 
Colosseum 2  (West Y ost 2011) .  As shown in the annual report for the Primm Valley Golf 
Course (Broadbent 2012) , long-term dec lines in t hese wells have al ready ranged from 4 to 5 
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feet.  However, the water level in each of the Colosseum wells is more than 11 feet above the 
tentative County s ignificance c riteria.  T herefore, t he addi tional dec line provided by the 
Stateline wells under A lternative 2 would be a minor impact, and i mpacts would be less than 
significant. 

Application of the provisional significance criterion to be us ed to evaluate groundwater level 
impacts i n t he A pplicant’s G roundwater M onitoring and R eporting P lan, al ong w ith m itigation 
measures, would help to ensure that basin overdraft and offsite drawdown of more than 5 f eet 
do not occur under Alternative 2.  Mitigation measure MM-Water-2 would require the Applicant 
to develop a Water Supply Contingency Plan that would be implemented if their proposed water 
withdrawal were found to be c ausing unacceptable adverse impacts.  Measure M M-Water-3 
would require monitoring to ensure that no i mpacts occur, and response actions to be taken if 
certain water level or water quality triggers are met.   M easures MM-Water-4 and MM-Water-5 
would seek to ensure that the development on the surface uses pervious groundcover and is 
otherwise designed to maximize groundwater infiltration.  Measure MM-Water-6 would require 
employee t raining on w ater c onservation i n or der t o r educe t he v olume of  w ater us e by  the 
project.  With implementation of these mitigation measures, impacts of Alternative 2 would be 
less than significant. 

 

Operation and Maintenance  
The onl y water use associated w ith oper ations of A lternative 2 would be the use of  no m ore 
than 20 ac-ft/yr of water for sanitary purposes.  No water would be us ed for cleaning solar 
panels during operations. 

The analysis of the effect of local drawdown presented for construction of Alternative 2 is also 
applicable to operations.  The modeling conducted by the Applicant included a construction 
period of 2 years and 4 years, followed by a 30-year operational period. 

The results of the Applicant’s analysis for Alternative 2 indicate that groundwater level declines 
in the other nearby wells over the ent ire construction, operations, and decommissioning 
duration would range from 0.28 feet at wells WP-5 and WP-6 to 0.35 feet at Ivanpah SEGS, 
0.90 feet at Colosseum 1, and 1.04 feet at Colosseum 2 (West Yost 2011).  A s shown in the 
annual report for the Primm Valley Golf Course (Broadbent 2012), long-term declines in these 
wells hav e al ready r anged f rom 4 t o 5 f eet.  I n addition, the water level in each of the 
Colosseum w ells i s m ore t han 11 f eet abov e t he tentative County s ignificance c riteria.  I n 
general, the water withdrawal rate of 20 ac-ft/yr during operations is minimal compared to rates 
of 860 ac -ft/yr for Primm, 1,800 ac-ft/yr for the Primm Valley Golf Course, and 100 ac -ft/yr for 
Ivanpah SEGS.  Therefore, t he addi tional dec line pr ovided by t he Stateline wells under 
Alternative 2 would be a minor impact, and would be less than significant. 

The Applicant’s Groundwater Monitoring and Reporting Plan (West Yost 2012b) would also be 
applicable to the project operations under Alternative 2.  The following mitigation measures 
would help to ensure that basin overdraft and offsite drawdown of more than 5 feet do not 
occur.  Mitigation measure MM-Water-2 would require the Applicant to develop a Water Supply 
Contingency Plan that would be implemented if their proposed water withdrawal were found to 
be causing unacceptable adverse impacts.  Measure MM-Water-3 would require monitoring to 
ensure that no i mpacts occur, and r esponse actions to be t aken if certain water level or water 
quality t riggers ar e m et.   M easure M M-Water-6 would require em ployee t raining on w ater 
conservation in order to reduce the volume of water use by the project.  With implementation of 
these mitigation measures, impacts of Alternative 2 would be less than significant. 
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Decommissioning  
The analysis of the effect of local drawdown presented for construction of Alternative 2 is also 
applicable to decommissioning.  The modeling conducted by the Applicant included a 
construction period of 2 years and 4 years, followed by a 30-year operational period. 

The results of the Applicant’s analysis for Alternative 2 indicate that groundwater level declines 
in the other nearby wells would range from 0.28 feet at wells WP-5 and WP-6 to 0.35 feet at  
Ivanpah SEGS, 0.90 feet at Colosseum 1, and 1.04 feet at Colosseum 2 (West Yost 2011).  As 
shown i n t he annual  r eport f or t he P rimm V alley G olf C ourse ( Broadbent 2012) , l ong-term 
declines in these wells have already ranged from 4 to 5 feet.  In addition, the water level in each 
of t he Colosseum wells is more than 11 f eet above the tentative County s ignificance c riteria.  
Therefore, the additional decline provided by the Stateline wells under Alternative 2 would be a 
minor impact, and would be less than significant. 

The Applicant’s Groundwater Monitoring and Reporting Plan (West Yost 2012b) would also be 
applicable t o t he pr oject dec ommissioning.  The f ollowing mitigation m easures would hel p t o 
ensure that basin overdraft and offsite drawdown of more than 5 f eet do not occur.  M itigation 
measure MM-Water-2 would require the Applicant to develop a Water Supply Contingency Plan 
that would be i mplemented i f t heir pr oposed w ater w ithdrawal w ere f ound t o be c ausing 
unacceptable adverse impacts.  Measure MM-Water-3 would require monitoring to ensure that 
no i mpacts oc cur, and r esponse ac tions t o be t aken if certain water level or water quality 
triggers are met.   Measure MM-Water-6 would require employee training on water conservation 
in order to reduce the volume of w ater us e by  t he pr oject.  W ith i mplementation of  t hese 
mitigation measures, impacts of Alternative 2 would be less than significant. 

 

WR-3 

Construction, Operations, and Decommissioning 

The Alternative 2 s ite location would be situated on an active alluvial fan system characterized 
by num erous ephem eral dr ainages t hat onl y f low dur ing s ubstantial pr ecipitation ev ents.  B y 
design, t he pr oject would del iberately al ter t he ex isting dr ainage w ithin t he pr oject ar ea. T his 
design w ould be i mplemented i n t he ear ly s tages of  c onstruction, and w ould then r emain i n 
places throughout operations and decommissioning.  Therefore, impacts would be the same for 
all three stages of the project. 

The facility would be developed by removal of all site vegetation, grading of the project site to a 
smooth s urface, and implementation of upgradient debris bas ins t hat w ould c apture 
channelized stormwater flow and release it across the site as sheet f low.  S tormwater leaving 
the downgradient edge of the site would also be captured in sediment basis, and released to 
downgradient areas.  S ediment c aptured w ithin t hese bas ins w ould be r emoved on an as  
needed bas is, as  di rected by  t he A pplicant’s S torm W ater M anagement Plan, and would be 
spread over the areas downgradient of the basins. 

The Applicant has used hydrologic modeling, as has been appl ied on ot her sites evaluated by 
BLM and the County, to design the size, locations, and other characteristics of their debris and 
sediment basins to ensure t hat s tormwater v olume and v elocity dow ngradient of  t he f acility 
matches pre-development conditions.  Sediment captured in the onsite system would be spread 
downgradient of the site, and would thus re-enter the system.  Stormwater velocities under 
Alternative 2 were modeled to increase by a m aximum of about 1.16 percent, which would not 
result in modification of sedimentation or  er osion.  A lthough s tormwater w ould be r eleased 
downgradient of  t he f acility as  s heet f low, i n or der t o av oid er osion i mpacts i mmediately 
downgradient, i t w ould r apidly r e-develop i nto c hannels a s hort di stance downgradient, and 
would therefore not affect the natural drainage. 
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Maintaining these results depends on continued operation of the debris and sediment basins as 
they are designed to operate.  Mitigation measure MM-Water-9 would require the Applicant to 
implement t heir S torm W ater Management P lan ( First S olar 2012k ), which specifies how the 
debris and sediment basins w ould be des igned, i nspected, and m aintained t o ensure their 
continued operation.  BLM has reviewed the design of the basins on the Applicant’s site plans, 
the proposed methods for inspection and m aintenance in the Storm Water Management Plan, 
and the methodologies and input parameters for the hydrologic modeling, and concludes that 
Alternative 2  would not  be s ubjected t o i ncreased pot ential f or f lood dam age, and w ould not 
modify erosion or sedimentation rates in downstream areas.  Impacts of Alternative 2 would be 
less than significant. 

 

WR-4 

Construction, Operations, and Decommissioning 

The analysis and conclusions developed for criterion WR-3 are also applicable to criterion WR-
4.  W hile Alternative 2 would deliberately alter the existing drainage within the project area, the 
potential for this modification to cause onsite or offsite flooding was evaluated in the Applicant’s 
modeling.  Stormwater velocities were modeled to increase by a maximum of about 1.16 
percent, which would not cause flooding onsite, or on any offsite areas. 

Mitigation m easure M M-Water-9 would r equire t he A pplicant t o i mplement t heir S torm W ater 
Management P lan ( First S olar 2012k), which specifies how the debris and sediment basins 
would be designed, inspected, and maintained to ensure their continued operation.  Impacts of 
Alternative 2 would be less than significant. 

 

WR-5 

Construction, Operation, and Decommissioning 

No designed stormwater drainage system currently exists or is planned in the area of the facility 
under A lternative 2.  Implementation of  Alternative 2 would i nclude c onstruction of drainage 
systems i ncluding debr is bas ins, sediment basins, and c ulverts on t he pr oject s ite i tself to 
protect onsite facilities and ens ure that stormwater released downstream of the facility mimics 
pre-development conditions.  Alternative 2 would not include construction or modification of any 
stormwater systems either upgradient or downgradient of the facility.  T herefore, Alternative 2 
would not  hav e t he pot ential t o c reate or  c ontribute r unoff w ater w hich w ould ex ceed the 
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems and, therefore, no mitigation 
measures are required to address potential effects to existing or planned stormwater drainage 
systems.  Impacts of Alternative 2 would be less than significant. 

 

WR-8 

Construction, Operations, and Decommissioning 

The facility under Alternative 2 would be located in FEMA Zone D, which is classified as an area 
where f lood hazards have not  been m apped ( FEMA 2008) .   A lthough t he site has not been 
designated as being within a 100-year floodplain, stormwater flow is known to occur in channels 
within t he pr oject ar ea on a r egular b asis.  Therefore, structures pl aced i nto t hese c hannels 
could pot entially be s ubjected t o f lood dam age, or  c ould r edirect f low to other areas.  To 
evaluate the potential for flood damage, the hydrologic study and modeling completed by the 
Applicant (Taney Engineering 2011b) included calculation of the potential for scour to 
destabilize structures constructed on the site. 
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The scour analysis was conducted for the 100 year flood scenario, and included an analysis of 
the Alternative 2 project area without implementation of upstream debris basins, and t hen with 
implementation of upstream debris basins.  The analysis demonstrated that, without stormwater 
management, scour depths of up t o 4.4 feet could occur around the support posts of the solar 
arrays.  This depth of scour would not be large enough to destabilize the arrays because of the 
depth of installation of the supports, and the fact that each array is supported by multiple posts.  
The scour calculation for the post-development condition, which would include debris basins to 
slow stormwater and release it as sheet flow across the solar array area, would be 
approximately 2.1 feet in depth.  Again, this depth would not be high enough to destabilize site 
structures.  The Applicant’s Storm Water Management Plan includes provisions to inspect the 
site following storm events, and any scour of this magnitude would be found and corrected. 

Any di version of  s tormwater f low by  s ite s tructures under A lternative 2 would be l imited i n 
extent.  D iverted f low would likely be re-directed for a f ew feet around any site structures, and 
would be unl ikely to leave the project area.  Downstream structures and infrastructure such as 
the Primm Valley Golf Course, I-15, and the Calnev are each more than a mile away, and would 
not be affected by the very localized diversion of flow around site structures. 

Maintaining these results depends on continued operation of the debris and sediment basins as 
they are designed to operate.  Mitigation measure MM-Water-9 would require the Applicant to 
implement t heir S torm W ater Management P lan ( First S olar 2012k ), which specifies how the 
debris and sediment basins w ould be des igned, i nspected, and m aintained t o ensure their 
continued operation.  W ith implementation of  t he S torm W ater Management Plan, impacts of 
Alternative 2 would be less than significant. 

 

WR-10 

Construction, Operations, and Decommissioning 

Based on t he s etting of  t he Alternative 2 facility on f lat g round near  t he D ry Lake bed, and 
several miles from the Clark Mountains, there is no potential for the facility to be i mpacted by 
mudflow, or to cause mudflow, during construction, operations, or decommissioning.  Impacts 
of Alternative 2 would be less than significant. 

 

4.19.5 Alternative 3: 2,151 Ac Alternative 

4.19.5.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 3 is conceptually similar to the Proposed Action (Alternative 1), but would cover a 
slightly different land area comprising 2,151 acres.  In general, the facility under Alternative 3 
would be situated very similarly to the Proposed Action with respect to water resources.  The 
groundwater pr oduction w ells w ould be i n the same location in Alternative 3 as  under  t he 
Proposed Action, and t he site layout would be i n approximately the same location with respect 
to surface water drainages. 

 

Construction 
Under Alternative 3, the Stateline facility would be r equired to comply with all applicable water 
quality standards and waste discharge requirements, as presented in Section 3.19.2 of this 
draft EIS/EIR. M itigation m easure M M-Water-1 ( Demonstrate Compliance with Water Quality 
Permits) requires t he A pplicant t o dem onstrate c ompliance with all applicable permitting 
requirements prior to commencing construction, which will ensure that the proposed Stateline 
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facility i s i n c ompliance w ith al l applicable water quality permits and waste discharge 
requirements associated with construction, operation, and decommissioning activities. 

 
Groundwater Supply and Recharge 
The amount of water to be used under Alternative 3 would be the same as that for the 
Proposed A ction.  A pproximately 1, 900 ac-ft of w ater w ould be needed dur ing t he 
approximately 2 to 4 year construction period, with the majority of the construction water use 
occurring during the site pr eparation per iod of  t he f irst y ear.  W ater us es i nclude s oil 
compaction, dust control, and sanitary needs. The peak daily water demand is estimated to be 
approximately 1.5 million gpd.  Under Alternative 3, water supply would be provided by two new 
groundwater wells; the primary well to be located on the southeastern corner of the facility, and 
the secondary well located approximately 4,250 feet west of facility.  In addition, three 
groundwater monitoring wells would be i nstalled to evaluate potential impacts to groundwater 
availability and quality.  The production wells would be 12 inches in diameter and 670 feet deep, 
with a screened interval located at a depth of 430 to 630 feet below ground surface.  The 
monitoring wells would be approximately 220 feet deep. 

 

Basin-Wide Overdraft 

The analysis of the availability of water within the IVGB is the same for Alternative 3 as with the 
Proposed Action.  As shown in Table 4.19-1, the total water balance in the basin would remain 
positive during construction of Alternative 3, in the range of 530 to 1,845 ac-ft/yr.  Therefore, 
construction of A lternative 3 would not  hav e any  adv erse i mpact as sociated w ith bas in-wide 
overdraft issues. 

 

Local Drawdown 

The well locations and production rates would be the same for Alternative 3 as for the Proposed 
Action, and t herefore t he m odeling r esults dev eloped and ev aluated f or t he P roposed Action 
are also applicable to Alternative 3. These results indicate that groundwater level declines in the 
primary well scenario w ould be:  1. 53 f eet i n W P-5, 1. 77 f eet i n W P-6, 0. 55 f eet at  I vanpah 
SEGS, 1.00 feet at Colosseum 1, and 0.63 feet at Colosseum 2.  Groundwater level declines in 
the secondary well scenario w ould be:  3. 18 f eet i n W P-5, 3. 10 f eet i n W P-6, 0. 74 f eet at  
Ivanpah SEGS, 0.57 feet at Colosseum 1, and 0.51 feet at Colosseum 2 (West Yost 2012b).  
As shown in the annual report for the Primm Valley Golf Course (Broadbent 2012), long-term 
declines in these wells have already ranged from 4 to 5 feet.  However, the water level in each 
of the Colosseum wells is more than 11 f eet above the tentative County s ignificance criteria.  
Therefore, the additional decline provided by the Stateline wells under Alternative 3 would be an 
adverse impact, but their contribution would be minor compared to that of the other wells. 

The A pplicant’s Groundwater Monitoring and R eporting P lan ( West Y ost 201 2b), required as  
part of mitigation measure MM-Water-3, would be appl icable to the project under Alternative 3.  
The following mitigation m easures w ould hel p t o ens ure that basin overdraft and offsite 
drawdown of more than 5 feet do not occur.  Mitigation measure MM-Water-2 would require the 
Applicant t o dev elop a W ater S upply C ontingency P lan t hat w ould be implemented if their 
proposed water withdrawal were found to be causing unacceptable adverse impacts.  Measure 
MM-Water-3 would require monitoring to ensure that no impacts occur, and response actions to 
be taken if certain water level or water quality triggers are met.   Measures MM-Water-4 and 
MM-Water-5 w ould s eek t o ens ure t hat t he dev elopment on the surface uses pervious 
groundcover and is otherwise designed to maximize groundwater infiltration.  Measure MM-
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Water-6 would require employee training on w ater conservation in order to reduce the volume 
of water use by the project. 

 

Surface Water and Drainage Patterns 
The impact of Alternative 3 on surface water and drainage patterns would be the same as those 
evaluated for the Proposed Action. The situation of the Alternative 3 site layout with respect to 
the l ocal dr ainage s ubbasins i s the same as t hat f or t he P roposed A ction, s o the hydrologic 
analysis for the Proposed Action also applies to Alternative 3. 

The flow rates presented in Table 4.19.3 show that, on average, the development of Alternative 
3 would increase flow rates in the subbasins by a maximum of about 2 percent.  In general, the 
reason t hat t he dev elopment w ould hav e s uch a l imited ef fect on f low r ates i s because 
stormwater v elocities w ould be del iberately s lowed by  t he us e of  t he debr is and sediment 
basins.  Based on these results, Alternative 3 would not be subjected to increased potential for 
flood damage, and would not modify erosion or sedimentation rates in downstream areas. 

Maintaining these results depends on continued operation of the debris and sediment basins as 
they are designed to operate.  Mitigation measure MM-Water-9 would require the Applicant to 
implement t heir S torm W ater Management P lan ( First S olar 2012k ), which specifies how the 
debris and sediment basins w ould be des igned, i nspected, and m aintained t o ensure their 
continued operation.  BLM has reviewed the design of the basins on the Applicant’s site plans, 
the proposed methods for inspection and m aintenance in the Storm Water Management Plan, 
and the methodologies and input parameters for the hydrologic modeling, and concludes that 
Alternative 3 would not  be s ubjected t o i ncreased pot ential f or f lood dam age, and w ould not 
modify erosion or sedimentation rates in downstream areas. 

 

Stormwater Drainage Systems 
Similar to the discussion of surface water and drainage pattern impacts, the impact of 
Alternative 3 on stormwater drainage systems would be the s ame under construction, 
operations and m aintenance, and dec ommissioning.  T his i s bec ause any potential impact 
would be associated with modification of stormwater flow pathways, volumes, or velocities, and 
these modifications w ould oc cur dur ing i nitial s tages of  c onstruction and be m aintained 
throughout the operations and decommissioning periods.  Therefore, this analysis is presented 
here under construction, but is not repeated for operations and decommissioning of Alternative 
3. 

No designed stormwater drainage system currently exists in the area of the proposed Stateline 
facility s ite.  I mplementation of  A lternative 3 would include c onstruction of  dr ainage s ystems 
including debris basins, sediment basins, and culverts on the project site itself to protect onsite 
facilities and ens ure t hat s tormwater r eleased dow nstream of  t he facility mimics pre-
development c onditions.  T he pr oject w ould not  i nclude c onstruction or  m odification of any 
stormwater systems either upgradient or downgradient of  the facility.  Therefore, Alternative 3 
would not hav e t he pot ential t o c reate or  c ontribute r unoff w ater w hich w ould ex ceed the 
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems and, therefore, no mitigation 
measures are required to address potential ef fects to existing or planned stormwater drainage 
systems. 
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Flood Hazard Areas 
Similar to the discussion of drainage pat tern and dr ainage s ystem i mpacts, t he i mpact of  
Alternative 3 associated w ith f lood haz ard areas would be t he s ame under  c onstruction, 
operations and m aintenance, and dec ommissioning.  T his i s bec ause any potential impact 
would be associated with modification of stormwater flow pathways, volumes, or velocities, and 
these modifications w ould oc cur dur ing i nitial s tages of  c onstruction and be m aintained 
throughout the operations and decommissioning periods.  Therefore, this analysis is presented 
here under construction, but is not repeated for operations and decommissioning of Alternative 
3. 

Alternative 3 would be located in FEMA Zone D , w hich i s c lassified as  an ar ea w here f lood 
hazards have not been mapped (FEMA 2008).   A lthough a f lood hazard analysis has not been 
conducted by  FE MA f or t his ar ea, t he hy drologic s tudy and m odeling c ompleted by the 
Applicant (Taney Engineering 2011a) for the Proposed Action is also applicable to Alternative 3.  
This modeling included c alculation of  t he pot ential f or s cour to destabilize structures 
constructed on the site. 

The scour analysis was conducted for the 100 year flood scenario, and included an analysis of 
the project area without implementation of upstream debris basins, and then with 
implementation of upstream debris basins.  The analysis demonstrated that, without stormwater 
management, scour depths of up to 4.1 feet could occur around the support posts of the solar 
arrays.  This depth of scour would not be large enough to destabilize the arrays because of the 
depth of installation of the supports, and the fact that each array is supported by multiple posts.  
The scour calculation for the post-development condition, which would include debris basins to 
slow stormwater and release it as sheet flow across the solar array area, would be 
approximately 2 feet in depth.  Again, this depth would not be high enough to destabilize site 
structures.  The Applicant’s Storm Water Management Plan includes provisions to inspect the 
site following storm events, and any scour of this magnitude would be found and corrected. 

 

Water Quality 
Surface Water 

Construction of the facility under Alternative 3 would include implementation of  a Construction 
SWPPP, in compliance with m itigation m easures M M-Water-8 and S ection 402 of  t he C WA 
(see Section 3.19.2.1 of  this draft EIS/EIR), which s pecifies B MPs t o m inimize and/ or av oid 
potential impacts associated with stormwater runoff.  T he SWPPP would incorporate standard 
BMPs t o pr otect w ater q uality and av oid adv erse ef fects of  pr oject construction on surface 
water quality, including BMPs to prevent drainage pattern alterations to result in adverse effects 
to surface waters. 

The pot ential f or c onstruction of  A lternative 3 to contribute s ources of  pol luted r unoff i f an 
accidental l eak or  r elease of  har mful m aterials w ere t o oc cur during construction activities 
would be t he s ame as  ev aluated for the Proposed Action.  T he A pplicant has  developed an 
Emergency Response and Hazardous Materials Management Plan (First Solar 2012b), as 
required by mitigation measure MM-PH&S-2, which includes identification of all hazardous 
materials t hat w ould be us ed, s tored, or  t ransported at  t he s ite; es tablishes i nspection 
procedures, s torage r equirements, storage q uantity l imits, i nventory c ontrol, non -hazardous 
product substitutes, and disposition of excess materials; and requirements for notices to federal 
and local emergency response authorities.  S econdary containment would be pr ovided f or al l 
on-site hazardous materials and waste storage, including fuel.  The types and volumes of fuels 
and hazardous materials would be the same under Alternative 3 as in the Proposed Action.  In 
addition, the Applicant would site all fueling, hazardous materials storage areas, and operation 
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and maintenance activities involving hazardous materials at least 100 feet away from blue-line 
drainages as identified on USGS topography maps and wetlands.  Similar protective measures, 
training, and reporting would be required as part of mitigation measure MM-Water-10. 

With compliance with regulatory requirements and implementation of mitigation measures MM-
PH&S-2, MM -Water-8, and M M-Water-10, pot ential i mpacts as sociated w ith t he c reation of  
polluted runoff under Alternative 3 would be minimized and/or avoided. 

 

Groundwater 

The management of hazardous materials and fuels during construction of Alternative 3 would 
be t he s ame as  di scussed ab ove for surface water.  T he r egulatory r equirements, m itigation 
measures ( specifically, M M-PH&S-2 and M M-Water-10), and m anagement pl ans t hat w ould 
minimize the potential for release of contaminants to surface water would also be effective in 
minimizing the potential for their release to groundwater.  Given the depth to groundwater at the 
site (approximately 200 feet), it is highly unlikely that any release of fuel or hazardous materials 
on the surface could reach g roundwater.  A ny releases would l ikely be very small in volume, 
and w ould be i dentified and r emediated bef ore t hey c ould m igrate t he large distance to 
groundwater.  Therefore, contamination of groundwater by the release of contaminants under 
Alternative 3 is very unlikely. 

The A pplicant’s pr oposed use of  a t emporary s eptic t ank and l each f ield s ystem for the 
construction of fice ar ea c ould pot entially hav e an adv erse i mpact on soil, surface water, or 
groundwater quality.  M itigation m easure M M-Water-12 w ould r equire t hat t he A pplicant us e 
portable toilet facilities throughout the project site during construction. 

The potential for mobilization of existing poor quality groundwater is the same for Alternative 3 
as it is for the Proposed Action.  The groundwater withdrawal wells are in the same location, 
and the production rates would be t he same.  Based on t he location of the primary production 
well in c lose pr oximity t o t he D ry Lak e, and t he w ithdrawal r ate f rom that well during 
construction being comparable to the rates of the WP, PVGC, and Colosseum wells, it is likely 
that water production during construction could potentially result in mobilization of saline water 
from depth or from the Dry Lake.  It is likely that this impact would occur if the peak construction 
production r ate were to occur ov er t he long-term, but  i t i s l ess c ertain t hat t he ef fect w ould 
occur within the relatively short duration of  peak groundwater usage, which would be only one 
year during construction.  This impact would be adv erse, but would likely be t emporary during 
and shortly following construction.  Once pumping rates are reduced to minimal levels during 
operations, groundwater recharge from higher elevations on the alluvial fan would likely restore 
groundwater quality to original levels. 

The Applicant’s Groundwater Monitoring and Reporting Plan has been reviewed by the County, 
meets County requirements, and would be sufficient to evaluate potential water quality impacts 
associated with Alternative 3.  H owever, the Plan does not def ine a w ater quality criterion that 
would be  used t o i dentify i mpacts.  T herefore, mitigation measure MM-Water-3 i ncludes a 
requirement that the Applicant consult with the County and BLM to establish a baseline for the 
water quality criteria. 

Implementation of the Groundwater Monitoring and Reporting Plan and the following mitigation 
measures w ould hel p t o ens ure t hat g roundwater q uality i mpacts do not occur.  Mitigation 
measure MM-Water-2 would require the Applicant to develop a Water Supply Contingency Plan 
that would be i mplemented i f t heir pr oposed w ater w ithdrawal w ere f ound t o be c ausing 
unacceptable adverse water quality impacts.  Measure MM-Water-3 would require monitoring to 
ensure that no i mpacts occur, and r esponse actions to be t aken if certain water level or water 
quality triggers are met.   Measures MM-Water-4 and MM-Water-5 would seek to ensure that 
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the development on the surface uses pervious groundcover and is otherwise designed to 
maximize groundwater infiltration, which in turn w ould as sist i n pr oviding f reshwater t o t he 
aquifer.  Measure MM-Water-6 would require employee training on water conservation in order 
to r educe t he v olume of  w ater us e by  the project. Mitigation Measure MM-Water-11, would 
require that the Applicant obtain drinking water from offsite sources if the analytical results from 
the onsite wells indicate that the water does not meet EPA’s drinking water standard.   

 

Mudflow 
Based on the setting of the proposed facility on f lat ground near the Dry Lake bed, and several 
miles from the Clark Mountains, there is no potential for the facility to be impacted by mudflow, 
or to cause mudflow, during c onstruction, oper ations, or  dec ommissioning.  B ecause t here 
would be no impacts under any phase of the project, this anal ysis is presented here under 
construction, but is not repeated for operations and decommissioning of Alternative 3. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Groundwater Supply and Recharge 
The onl y water use associated w ith oper ations of  A lternative 3 would be the use of  no m ore 
than 20 ac-ft/yr of water for sanitary purposes.  No w ater w ould be used for cleaning solar 
panels during operations. 

 

Basin-Wide Overdraft 

The analysis of the availability of water within the IVGB is the same for Alternative 3 as with the 
Proposed A ction.  A c omparison of  t he g roundwater recharge rate and pot ential bas in pum p 
rates was shown in Table 4.19-1, and that analysis concluded that the total water balance in the 
basin dur ing c onstruction would r emain positive during c onstruction of  A lternative 3, i n t he 
range of 530 to 1,845 ac-ft/yr.  That analysis included an assumption of an extraction rate of 
1,045 ac-ft/yr for the Stateline facility, which is the highest rate that would be anticipated during 
construction.  D uring operations, t hat rate would drop to 20 ac -ft/yr.  Therefore, the available 
water balance during operations would be much higher, in the range of 1,586 to 2,901 ac-ft/yr, 
and there would be no adverse impact. 

 

Local Drawdown 

The analysis of the effect of local drawdown presented for construction of Alternative 3 is also 
applicable to operations.  The modeling conducted by the Applicant included a construction 
period of 2 years and 4 years, followed by a 30-year operational period. The modeling included  
a scenario with 100 percent of production from the primary well, as well as a scenario assuming 
100 percent of production from the secondary well. 

The results of the Applicant’s analysis indicate t hat g roundwater l evel dec lines i n t he ot her 
nearby wells over the entire construction, operations, and decommissioning periods would be a 
maximum of 3.18 feet at well WP-5, 3.10 feet at WP-6, 0.74 feet at Ivanpah SEGS, 1.00 feet at 
Colosseum 1, and 0.63 feet at Colosseum 2 (West Yost 2012b).  As shown in the annual report 
for the Primm V alley Golf C ourse ( Broadbent 2012), long-term declines in these wells hav e 
already ranged from 4 t o 5 f eet.  I n addition, the water level in each of the Colosseum wells is 
more than 11 feet above the tentative County significance criteria.  In general, the water 
withdrawal rate of 20 ac -ft/yr during operations is minimal compared to rates of 860 ac -ft/yr for 
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Primm, 1,800 ac -ft/yr f or t he P rimm V alley G olf C ourse, and 100 ac -ft/yr f or I vanpah S EGS.  
Therefore, t he addi tional dec line r esulting f rom operations of  A lternative 3 would be a m inor 
impact. 

The Applicant’s Groundwater Monitoring and Reporting Plan (West Yost 2012b) would also be 
applicable to the project operations under Alternative 3.  The following mitigation measures 
would help to ensure that basin overdraft and offsite drawdown of more t han 5 feet do not 
occur.  Mitigation measure MM-Water-2 would require the Applicant to develop a Water Supply 
Contingency Plan that would be implemented if their proposed water withdrawal were found to 
be causing unacceptable adverse impacts.  Measure MM-Water-3 would require monitoring to 
ensure that no i mpacts occur, and r esponse actions to be t aken if certain water level or water 
quality t riggers ar e m et.   M easure M M-Water-6 would require em ployee t raining on w ater 
conservation in order to reduce the volume of water use by the project. 

 

Water Quality 
Surface Water 

The potential for operations of Alternative 3 to contribute sources of polluted runoff if an 
accidental leak or release of harmful materials were to occur would be the same as evaluated 
for t he P roposed A ction.  The Applicant has  dev eloped an Emergency R esponse and 
Hazardous Materials Management Plan (First Solar 2012b), as required by mitigation measure 
MM-PH&S-2, w hich i ncludes identification of  al l haz ardous m aterials t hat w ould be used, 
stored, or  t ransported at the site; establishes i nspection pr ocedures, s torage r equirements, 
storage quantity limits, inventory control, non-hazardous product substitutes, and disposition of 
excess m aterials; and r equirements f or not ices t o f ederal and l ocal emergency response 
authorities.  S econdary containment would be pr ovided for all on-site hazardous materials and 
waste storage, including fuel.  The types and volumes of fuels and hazardous materials would 
be the same under Alternative 3 as in the Proposed Action.  In addition, the Applicant would site 
all fueling, hazardous materials storage areas, and operation and maintenance activities 
involving hazardous materials at least 100 feet away from blue-line drainages as identified on 
USGS topography maps and w etlands.  Similar protective measures, training, and reporting 
would be required as part of mitigation measure MM-Water-10. 

With compliance with regulatory requirements and implementation of mitigation measures MM-
PH&S-2, MM -Water-8, and M M-Water-10, pot ential i mpacts as sociated w ith t he c reation of  
polluted runoff would be minimized and/or avoided. 

 

Groundwater 

The management of hazardous materials and fuels during operations of Alternative 3 would be 
the same as discussed above for surface water.  The regulatory requirements, mitigation 
measures ( specifically, M M-PH&S-2 and M M-Water-10), and m anagement pl ans t hat w ould 
minimize the potential for release of contaminants to surface water would also be effective in 
minimizing t he pot ential f or t heir r elease t o g roundwater.  An addi tional r equirement dur ing 
operations would be development and implementation of a SPCC Plan to manage the presence 
of oi l-containing t ransformers.  T he S PCC P lan would i dentify hazardous materials managed 
onsite dur ing oper ations, specify t he use o f appr opriate spill containment and cleanup kits to 
contain ac cidental haz ardous m aterial r eleases, and specify inspection and response 
procedures and responsibilities.  The Applicant’s Emergency Response and Hazardous 
Materials Management Plan (First Solar 2012b), as required by mitigation measure MM-PH&S-
2, would ensure t hat hazardous m aterials and w astes w ould be handl ed i n a safe and 
environmentally sound manner to prevent releases and in compliance with the requirements set 
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forth in the applicable codes and r egulations. Best management practices by the Applicant as 
presented in the SPCC Plan would ensure that the Applicant minimizes, avoids, or cleans up 
unforeseen spills of haz ardous m aterial.  Given the dept h to groundwater at the site 
(approximately 200 feet), it is highly unlikely that any release of fuel or hazardous materials on 
the surface could r each g roundwater.  A ny r eleases dur ing oper ations of  A lternative 3 would 
likely be very small i n v olume, and w ould be i dentified and r emediated bef ore t hey c ould 
migrate t he l arge di stance t o g roundwater.  T herefore, c ontamination of  g roundwater by  the 
release of contaminants is very unlikely. 

Mobilization of existing poor quality groundwater, as discussed for construction, would likely not 
be a c oncern during operations of Alternative 3 due to the low volumes of water that would be 
produced f rom the new g roundwater wells.  A lthough the wells could be s ubject to increased 
salinity during construction, this effect would likely be temporary, and would dissipate when 
production levels are reduced to no more than 20 ac-ft/yr during operations. 

The A pplicant’s G roundwater Monitoring and R eporting P lan would al so be appl icable during 
project operations of Alternative 3.  The following mitigation measures would help to ensure that 
groundwater quality impacts do not  occur.  M itigation measure MM-Water-2 would require the 
Applicant t o dev elop a W ater S upply C ontingency P lan t hat w ould be implemented if their 
proposed water withdrawal were found t o be c ausing unac ceptable adv erse w ater q uality 
impacts.  Measure MM-Water-3 would require monitoring to ensure that no impacts occur, and 
response actions to be taken if certain water level or water quality triggers are met.   Measures 
MM-Water-4 and MM-Water-5 would seek to ensure that the development on the surface uses 
pervious groundcover and i s otherwise designed to maximize groundwater infiltration, which in 
turn would assist i n pr oviding f reshwater t o the aquifer.  Measure MM-Water-6 would require 
employee t raining on w ater c onservation i n or der t o r educe t he v olume of  w ater us e by  the 
project. Mitigation Measure MM-Water-11, would require that the Applicant obtain drinking 
water from offsite sources i f the analytical results f rom the onsite wells indicate that the water 
does not meet EPA’s drinking water standard.   

 

Decommissioning 
Groundwater Supply and Recharge 
The A pplicant has  not  def ined t he am ount of  w ater t hat w ould be r equired f or dust control 
during decommissioning of Alternative 3.  Given that decommissioning would require earth-
moving activities across the same total acreage as construction, this evaluation assumes that 
decommissioning would require, at a maximum, the same volume of water as construction.  
The impacts of this water use, including water level declines in nearby wells and the potential to 
mobilize saline groundwater f rom the depth or f rom dry lake, would be t he same as evaluated 
for construction of Alternative 3.  I n addition, the mitigation measures required for construction 
would al so appl y t o decommissioning.  I n pr actice, i t i s l ikely t hat w ater us e dur ing 
decommissioning would be much less than construction, because the duration would be m uch 
shorter.  The water would be obt ained f rom t he same t wo g roundwater pr oduction wells t hat 
would supply water for construction and operations. 

 

Basin-Wide Overdraft 

The s ituation of  t he proposed production wells under  decommissioning with respect t o basin-
wide overdraft concerns is the s ame as  ev aluated under  c onstruction.  A c omparison of  t he 
groundwater recharge rate and potential basin pump rates was shown in Table 4.19-1, and that 
analysis concluded that the total water balance in the basin during construction would remain 
positive during construction of Alternative 3, in the range of 530 to 1,845 ac-ft/yr.  That analysis 
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included an as sumption of an ex traction rate of 1,045 ac-ft/yr for the Stateline facility, which is 
the hi ghest r ate t hat would be ant icipated dur ing c onstruction.  During decommissioning, t he 
rate could rise again to 1,045 ac-ft/yr, but for a much shorter duration than construction.  
Therefore, the available water balance during decommissioning would be in the range of 1,586 
to 2,901 ac-ft/yr, and there would be no adverse impact. 

 

Local Drawdown 

The analysis of  the ef fect of  local drawdown presented for construction of Alternative 3 is also 
applicable to decommissioning.  The modeling conducted by the Applicant included a 
construction per iod of  2 y ears and 4 y ears, f ollowed by  a 30-year oper ational per iod. The 
modeling included a scenario with 100 percent of production from the primary well, as well as a 
scenario assuming 100 percent of production from the secondary well. 

The results of the Applicant’s analysis indicate t hat g roundwater l evel dec lines i n t he ot her 
nearby wells over the entire construction, operations, and decommissioning periods would be a 
maximum of 3.18 feet at well WP-5, 3.10 feet at WP-6, 0.74 feet at Ivanpah SEGS, 1.00 feet at 
Colosseum 1, and 0.63 feet at Colosseum 2 (West Yost 2012b).  As shown in the annual report 
for the Primm V alley Golf C ourse ( Broadbent 2012), long-term declines i n these wells have 
already ranged from 4 t o 5 f eet.  I n addition, the water level in each of the Colosseum wells is 
more t han 11 f eet abov e t he t entative C ounty significance criteria.  Also, t he dr awdown 
associated w ith dec ommissioning w ould be t emporary, and w ould c ease at  t he end of the 
decommissioning period. Therefore, the additional decline provided by the Stateline wells under 
Alternative 3 would be a minor, temporary impact. 

The Applicant’s Groundwater Monitoring and Reporting Plan (West Yost 2012b) would also be 
applicable to the project decommissioning under Alternative 3.  The following mitigation 
measures would help to ensure that basin overdraft and offsite drawdown of more than 5 f eet 
do not occur.  Mitigation measure MM-Water-2 would require the Applicant to develop a W ater 
Supply Contingency Plan that would be i mplemented i f t heir proposed water withdrawal were 
found to be causing unacceptable adverse impacts.  Measure MM-Water-3 would require 
monitoring to ensure that no impacts occur, and r esponse actions to be taken i f certain water 
level or water quality triggers are met.   Measure MM-Water-6 would require employee training 
on water conservation in order to reduce the volume of water use by the project. 

 

Water Quality 
Surface Water 

Decommissioning of  A lternative 3 would include use of the same types and amounts of fuels 
and hazardous materials as construction, but for a shorter duration.  The Applicant’s 
Emergency Response and Hazardous Materials Management Plan (First Solar 2012b), as 
required by mitigation measure MM-PH&S-2, would be appl icable to project decommissioning.  
This Plan includes identification of all hazardous m aterials t hat w ould be us ed, s tored, or  
transported at the site; establishes inspection procedures, storage requirements, storage 
quantity l imits, inventory control, non-hazardous product substitutes, and di sposition of  excess 
materials; and r equirements f or not ices t o f ederal and l ocal em ergency response authorities.  
Secondary c ontainment w ould be pr ovided f or al l on -site haz ardous m aterials and w aste 
storage, i ncluding f uel.  O nce dec ommissioning i s c ompleted, r emaining f uel and hazardous 
materials would be removed from the site, and any waste materials would be disposed offsite in 
accordance w ith r egulatory r equirements. Similar protective measures, t raining, and r eporting 
would be required as part of mitigation measure MM-Water-10. 
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With compliance with regulatory requirements and implementation of mitigation measures MM-
PH&S-2, MM -Water-8, and M M-Water-10, pot ential i mpacts as sociated w ith t he c reation of  
polluted runoff under Alternative 3 would be minimized and/or avoided. 

 

Groundwater 

The m anagement of  haz ardous m aterials and f uels dur ing decommissioning of A lternative 3 
would be the same as discussed above for surface water.  The regulatory requirements, 
mitigation measures (specifically, MM-PH&S-2 and MM-Water-10), and management plans that 
would minimize the potential f or r elease of  c ontaminants to s urface w ater w ould al so be 
effective in minimizing the potential f or t heir r elease t o g roundwater.  The A pplicant’s 
Emergency Response and Hazardous Materials Management Plan (First Solar 2012b), as 
required by  m itigation m easure M M-PH&S-2, w ould ens ure t hat haz ardous m aterials and 
wastes would be handled in a safe and environmentally sound manner to prevent releases and 
in compliance with the requirements set forth in the applicable codes and regulations.  Given 
the dept h t o g roundwater at  t he s ite ( approximately 200 f eet), i t i s hi ghly unl ikely t hat any  
release of fuel or hazardous materials on t he surface could reach groundwater.  A ny releases 
during dec ommissioning of  A lternative 3 would l ikely be v ery s mall i n v olume, and would be 
identified and r emediated bef ore t hey c ould m igrate t he l arge distance to groundwater.  
Therefore, contamination of groundwater by the release of contaminants is very unlikely. 

Mobilization of existing poor quality groundwater, as discussed for construction, would likely not 
be a c oncern dur ing dec ommissioning of  A lternative 3 due t o t he l ow v olumes of  w ater t hat 
would be produced from the new g roundwater wells.  A lthough t he wells could be s ubject t o 
increased salinity during construction, this effect would likely be temporary, and would dissipate 
when production levels are reduced t o no m ore t han 20 ac -ft/yr dur ing oper ations.  During 
decommissioning, t he r ate c ould r ise ag ain to 1,045 ac-ft/yr, but  f or a m uch shorter dur ation 
than construction. 

The A pplicant’s G roundwater Monitoring and R eporting P lan would al so be appl icable during 
project dec ommissioning of  A lternative 3.  The f ollowing mitigation measures would help to 
ensure that groundwater quality impacts do not  occur.  Mitigation measure MM-Water-2 would 
require the Applicant to develop a Water Supply Contingency Plan that would be implemented if 
their proposed water withdrawal were found to be c ausing unacceptable adverse water quality 
impacts.  Measure MM-Water-3 would require monitoring to ensure that no impacts occur, and 
response actions to be taken if certain water level or water quality triggers are met.   Measures 
MM-Water-4 and MM-Water-5 would seek to ensure that the development on the surface uses 
pervious groundcover and i s otherwise designed to maximize groundwater infiltration, which in 
turn would assist i n pr oviding f reshwater t o the aquifer.  Measure MM-Water-6 would require 
employee t raining on w ater c onservation i n or der t o r educe t he v olume of  w ater us e by  the 
project. Mitigation Measure MM-Water-11, would require that the Applicant obtain drinking 
water from offsite sources if the analytical results f rom the onsite wells indicate that the water 
does not meet EPA’s drinking water standard.   

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The action of modifying the boundary of the Ivanpah DWMA under Alternative 3 would be t he 
same as  t hat f or t he P roposed A ction.  T his ac tion w ould not  r equire c onstruction of  any  
structures, use of  w ater r esources, or  us e of  haz ardous m aterials t hat c ould i mpact w ater 
quality.  T here would be no i mpacts t o water r esources associated w ith t he m odified DWMA 
boundary. 
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4.19.5.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
The C EQA s ignificance det erminations of  water q uality impacts f or A lternative 3 would be 
identical to Alternative 1. 

 

4.19.6 Alternative 4: Reduced Acreage Alternative 

4.19.6.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 4 is conceptually similar to the Proposed Action (Alternative 1), but would be placed 
within a different l and ar ea w hich c omprises 1, 766 ac res.  T he l and ar ea as sociated w ith 
Alternative 4 would be the same as the northern portion of the bifurcated footprint of Alternative 
2. 

 

Construction 
Under Alternative 4, the Stateline facility would be r equired to comply with all applicable water 
quality standards and waste discharge requirements, as presented in Section 3.19.2 of this 
draft EIS/EIR. M itigation m easure M M-Water-1 ( Demonstrate Compliance with Water Quality 
Permits) requires t he A pplicant t o dem onstrate c ompliance with all applicable permitting 
requirements prior to commencing construction, which will ensure that the proposed Stateline 
facility is in compliance with all applicable water quality permits and waste discharge 
requirements associated with construction, operation, and decommissioning activities. 

 
Groundwater Supply and Recharge 
The amount of water to be used under Alternative 4 would be reduced from that associated with 
the Proposed Action, due to the smaller land area.  Based on a f ootprint 82 percent of the size 
of the Proposed Action footprint, approximately 1,550 ac-ft of water would be needed during the 
approximately 2 to 4 year construction period, with the majority of the construction water use 
occurring during the site pr eparation per iod of  t he f irst y ear.  W ater us es i nclude s oil 
compaction, dust control, and sanitary needs. The peak daily water demand is estimated to be 
approximately 1.5 million gpd.  Under Alternative 4, water supply would be provided by two new 
groundwater wells; the primary well to be located on the southeastern corner of the facility, and 
the secondary well located approximately 4,250 feet west of facility.  In addition, three 
groundwater monitoring wells would be i nstalled to evaluate potential impacts to groundwater 
availability and quality.  The production wells would be 12 inches in diameter and 670 feet deep, 
with a screened interval located at a depth of 430 to 630 feet below ground surface.  The 
monitoring wells would be approximately 220 feet deep. 

 

Basin-Wide Overdraft 

The analysis of the availability of water within the IVGB is the same for Alternative 4 as with the 
Proposed Action.  Although the overall volume of groundwater use would be r educed from the 
Proposed Action, it is assumed that the peak dai ly water demand would be appr oximately the 
same, and would continue for at least one year. As shown in Table 4.19-1, the total water 
balance in the basin based on t hese assumptions is positive, in the range of 530 to 1,845 ac-
ft/yr.  T herefore, construction of  A lternative 4 would not  have any adverse impact associated 
with basin-wide overdraft issues. 
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Local Drawdown 

The local drawdown associated with Alternative 4 would be reduced from that analyzed for the 
Proposed Action.  The well locations for Alternative 4 would be the same as those evaluated for 
the P roposed A ction.  The m ost c onservative of  t he analyses per formed f or t he P roposed 
Action assumed use of 1,900 ac-ft of water through the 2 year construction period, followed by 
30 years of production at a rate of 20 ac-ft/yr.  In Alternative 4, the amount of water used during 
the 2 year construction period is estimated to be approximately 1,550 ac-ft, which would then 
be followed by the same production rate of 20 ac-ft/yr.  The duration for the extraction of the 
peak dai ly water usage would be reduced, and t herefore the amount of potential drawdown in 
other near by w ells w ould al so be r educed.  For  t he Proposed Action, this drawdown was 
estimated t o be m inor, and w ould not  r esult i n an adv erse i mpact.  Therefore, this same 
conclusion applies to Alternative 4. 

The Applicant’s Groundwater Monitoring and Reporting Plan would be appl icable to the project 
under A lternative 4.   The f ollowing mitigation m easures w ould hel p t o ensure that basin 
overdraft and offsite drawdown of more t han 5 feet do not occur.  Mitigation measure MM-
Water-2 would require the Applicant to develop a Water Supply Contingency Plan that would be 
implemented if their proposed water withdrawal were found to be causing unacceptable adverse 
impacts.  Measure MM-Water-3 would require monitoring to ensure that no impacts occur, and 
response actions to be taken if certain water level or water quality triggers are met.   Measures 
MM-Water-4 and MM-Water-5 would seek to ensure that the development on the surface uses 
pervious groundcover and is otherwise designed to maximize groundwater infiltration.  Measure 
MM-Water-6 would require employee training on w ater c onservation i n or der t o r educe t he 
volume of water use by the project. 

 

Surface Water and Drainage Patterns 
The impact of Alternative 4 on surface water and drainage patterns would be the same under 
construction, operations and m aintenance, and dec ommissioning.  T his i s bec ause any  
potential impact would be associated with vegetation removal, site grading, implementation of 
debris and sediment basins, and ex istence of  i nfrastructure on t he p roject s ite.  O nce 
vegetation r emoval, g rading, and bas in c onstruction i s c ompleted dur ing ear ly phas es of 
construction, potential i mpacts of  t he f acility on s tormwater f low w ould r emain t he s ame 
throughout t he r emainder of  t he c onstruction per iod, and i nto t he oper ations and 
decommissioning period.  Therefore, this analysis is presented here under construction, but is 
not repeated for operations and decommissioning of Alternative 4. 

Alternative 4 comprises t he nor thern por tion of  t he bi furcated s ite under  Alternative 2.  
Therefore the hydrologic modeling and analysis of the Alternative 2 site layout was reviewed to 
evaluate potential impacts associated with Alternative 4. 

The m odeling ef fort for Alternative 2 identified ei ght dr ainage s ubbasins totaling more t han 
33,000 acres providing stormwater flow into the project area.  Of the eight subbasins, only four 
of the s ubbasins ( numbers 1 t hrough 4)  are appl icable t o t he nor thern por tion, w hich w ould 
comprise Alternative 4.  The resulting flow rate calculations for those four subbasins are shown 
in Table 4.19-5. 



DESERT STATELINE SOLAR FARM PROJECT 
4.19 WATER RESOURCES 

 

NOVEMBER 2012 4.19-56 DRAFT EIS/EIR 
 

 
Table 4.19-5. Comparison of Existing and Post-Development Flow Rates, Alternative 4 

Sub-
Basin 

Existing Flow Rates 
(cubic feet per second) 

Post-Development Flow Rates 
(cubic feet per second) 

 1.2 yr 10 yr 25 yr 100 yr 1.2 yr 10 yr 25 yr 100 yr 
1 530 2,927 4,009 6,624 541 2,950 4,033 6,638 
2 548 3,134 4,301 7,215 557 3,160 4,329 7,233 
3 280 1,602 2,213 3,742 285 1,615 2,226 3,751 
4 326 1,884 2,597 4,381 329 1,891 2,605 4,386 

Average Percentage Change in Flow Rate +1.65% +0.70% +0.55% +0.20% 
 

The flow rates presented in Table 4.19.5 show that, on average, the development of Alternative 
4 would increase f low rates in the subbasins by a m aximum of about 1.7 percent.  I n general, 
the reason that the development would have such a limited ef fect on flow rates is because 
stormwater v elocities w ould be del iberately s lowed by  t he us e of  t he debr is and sediment 
basins.  Based on these results, Alternative 4 would not be subjected to increased potential for 
flood damage, and would not modify erosion or sedimentation rates in downstream areas. 

Maintaining these results depends on continued operation of the debris and sediment basins as 
they are designed to operate.  Mitigation measure MM-Water-9 would require the Applicant to 
implement t heir S torm W ater Management P lan ( First S olar 2012k ), which specifies how the 
debris and sediment basins w ould be des igned, i nspected, and m aintained t o ensure their 
continued operation.  BLM has reviewed the design of the basins on the Applicant’s site plans, 
the proposed methods for inspection and m aintenance in the Storm Water Management Plan, 
and the methodologies and input parameters for the hydrologic modeling, and concludes that 
Alternative 4 would not  be s ubjected t o i ncreased pot ential f or f lood dam age, and w ould not 
modify erosion or sedimentation rates in downstream areas. 

 

Stormwater Drainage Systems 
Similar to the discussion of surface water and drainage pattern impacts, the impact of 
Alternative 4 on stormwater drainage s ystems would be the same under construction, 
operations and m aintenance, and dec ommissioning.  T his i s bec ause any potential impact 
would be associated with modification of stormwater flow pathways, volumes, or velocities, and 
these modifications w ould occur dur ing i nitial s tages of  c onstruction and be m aintained 
throughout the operations and decommissioning periods.  Therefore, this analysis is presented 
here under construction, but is not repeated for operations and decommissioning of Alternative 
4. 

No designed stormwater drainage system currently exists in the area of the proposed Stateline 
facility s ite.  I mplementation of  A lternative 4 would include c onstruction of  dr ainage s ystems 
including debris basins, sediment basins, and culverts on the project site itself to protect onsite 
facilities and ens ure t hat s tormwater r eleased dow nstream of  t he facility mimics pre-
development c onditions.  T he pr oject w ould not  i nclude c onstruction or  m odification of any 
stormwater systems either upgradient or downgradient of  the facility.  Therefore, Alternative 4 
would not  hav e t he pot ential t o c reate or  c ontribute r unoff w ater w hich w ould ex ceed the 
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems and, therefore, no mitigation 
measures are required to address potential effects to existing or planned stormwater drainage 
systems. 
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Flood Hazard Areas 
Similar to the discussion of drainage pat tern and dr ainage s ystem i mpacts, t he i mpact of  
Alternative 4 associated w ith f lood haz ard ar eas w ould be the same under construction, 
operations and m aintenance, and dec ommissioning.  T his i s bec ause any potential impact 
would be associated with modification of stormwater flow pathways, volumes, or velocities, and 
these modifications w ould oc cur dur ing i nitial s tages of  c onstruction and be m aintained 
throughout the operations and decommissioning periods.  Therefore, this analysis is presented 
here under construction, but is not repeated for operations and decommissioning of Alternative 
4. 

Alternative 4 would be l ocated i n FE MA Zone D , w hich i s c lassified as  an ar ea w here f lood 
hazards have not been mapped (FEMA 2008).   A lthough a f lood hazard analysis has not been 
conducted by  FE MA f or t his ar ea, t he hy drologic s tudy and m odeling c ompleted by the 
Applicant ( Taney E ngineering 2011b) for A lternative 2 w ould be appl icable t o A lternative 4.   
This analysis included calculation of the potential for scour to destabilize structures constructed 
on the site. 

The scour analysis was conducted for the 100 year flood scenario, and included an analysis of 
the project area without implementation of upstream debris basins, and then with 
implementation of upstream debris basins.  The analysis demonstrated that, without stormwater 
management, scour depths of up t o 4.4 feet could occur around the support posts of the solar 
arrays.  This depth of scour would not be large enough to destabilize the arrays because of the 
depth of installation of the supports, and the fact that each array is supported by multiple posts.  
The scour calculation for the post-development condition, which would include debris basins to 
slow stormwater and release it as sheet flow across the solar array area, would be 
approximately 2.1 feet in depth.  Again, this depth would not be high enough to destabilize site 
structures.  The Applicant’s Storm Water Management Plan includes provisions to inspect the 
site following storm events, and any scour of this magnitude would be found and corrected. 

 

Water Quality 
Surface Water 

Construction of the facility under Alternative 4 would include implementation of a Construction 
SWPPP, in compliance with m itigation m easures M M-Water-8 and S ection 402 of  t he C WA 
(see Section 3.19.2.1 of  this draft EIS/EIR), which s pecifies B MPs t o m inimize and/ or av oid 
potential impacts associated with stormwater runoff.  T he SWPPP would incorporate standard 
BMPs t o pr otect w ater q uality and av oid adv erse ef fects of  pr oject construction on surface 
water quality, including BMPs to prevent drainage pattern alterations to result in adverse effects 
to surface waters. 

The pot ential f or c onstruction of  A lternative 4 to contribute s ources of  pol luted r unoff i f an 
accidental l eak or  r elease of  har mful m aterials w ere t o oc cur during construction activities 
would be t he s ame as  ev aluated f or t he P roposed A ction.  The Applicant has  developed an 
Emergency Response and Hazardous Materials Management Plan (First Solar 2012b), as 
required by mitigation measure MM-PH&S-2, which includes identification of all hazardous 
materials t hat w ould be us ed, s tored, or  t ransported at  t he site; es tablishes i nspection 
procedures, s torage r equirements, storage q uantity l imits, i nventory c ontrol, non -hazardous 
product substitutes, and disposition of excess materials; and requirements for notices to federal 
and local emergency response authorities.  S econdary containment would be pr ovided f or al l 
on-site hazardous materials and waste storage, including fuel.  The types and volumes of fuels 
and hazardous materials would be the same under Alternative 4 as in the Proposed Action, but 
they would be used for a shorter duration.  In addition, the Applicant would s ite all fueling, 
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hazardous materials storage ar eas, and oper ation and m aintenance ac tivities i nvolving 
hazardous materials at least 100 feet away from blue-line drainages as identified on USGS 
topography maps and wetlands.  S imilar protective measures, training, and r eporting would be 
required as part of mitigation measure MM-Water-10. 

With compliance with regulatory requirements and implementation of mitigation measures MM-
PH&S-2, MM -Water-8, and M M-Water-10, pot ential i mpacts as sociated w ith t he c reation of  
polluted runoff under Alternative 4 would be minimized and/or avoided. 

 

Groundwater 

The management of hazardous materials and fuels during construction of Alternative 4 would 
be t he s ame as  discussed above f or s urface water.  The regulatory requirements, mitigation 
measures ( specifically, M M-PH&S-2 and M M-Water-10), and m anagement pl ans t hat w ould 
minimize the potential for release of contaminants to surface water would also be effective in 
minimizing the potential for their release to groundwater.  Given the depth to groundwater at the 
site (approximately 200 feet), it is highly unlikely that any release of fuel or hazardous materials 
on the surface could reach g roundwater.  A ny releases would l ikely be v ery small in volume, 
and w ould be i dentified and r emediated bef ore t hey c ould m igrate t he large distance to 
groundwater.  Therefore, contamination of groundwater by the release of contaminants under 
Alternative 4 is very unlikely. 

The A pplicant’s pr oposed us e of  a t emporary s eptic t ank and l each f ield s ystem for the 
construction office area could potentially have an adverse impact soil surface water, or 
groundwater quality.  M itigation m easure M M-Water-12 w ould r equire t hat t he A pplicant us e 
portable toilet facilities throughout the project site during construction. 

Mobilization of existing poor quality groundwater is a potential concern for Alternative 4, as it is 
for the Proposed Action.  The groundwater withdrawal wells are in the same location, and t he 
maximum production rates would be the same.  H owever, the duration of  the peak withdrawal 
rate would be s horter under Alternative 4, and t herefore the potential for mobilization of  saline 
water would be l ower under Alternative 4 t han for the Proposed Action.  Based on the location 
of the primary production well in close proximity to the Dry Lake, and the withdrawal rate from 
that well during construction being comparable to the rates of the WP, PVGC, and Colosseum 
wells, it is likely that water production during construction could potentially result in mobilization 
of saline water f rom depth or f rom the Dry Lake.  It is likely that this impact would occur if the 
peak construction production rate were to occur over the long-term, but it is less certain that the 
effect would occur within the r elatively s hort dur ation of  peak  g roundwater us age, especially 
since t he dur ation of  t his peak  would be r educed under  A lternative 4.  The impact would be 
adverse, but w ould l ikely be t emporary dur ing and s hortly f ollowing c onstruction.  O nce 
pumping r ates ar e r educed t o m inimal l evels during operations, groundwater recharge from 
higher elevations on the alluvial fan would likely restore groundwater quality to original levels. 

The Applicant’s Groundwater Monitoring and Reporting Plan has been reviewed by the County, 
meets County requirements, and would be sufficient to evaluate potential water quality impacts 
associated with Alternative 4.  H owever, the Plan does not def ine a w ater quality criterion that 
would be  used t o i dentify i mpacts.  T herefore, mitigation measure MM-Water-3 i ncludes a 
requirement that the Applicant consult with the County and BLM to establish a baseline for the 
water quality criteria. 

Implementation of the Groundwater Monitoring and Reporting Plan and the following mitigation 
measures w ould hel p t o ens ure t hat g roundwater q uality i mpacts do not occur.  Mitigation 
measure MM-Water-2 would require the Applicant to develop a Water Supply Contingency Plan 
that would be i mplemented i f t heir pr oposed w ater w ithdrawal w ere f ound t o be c ausing 
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unacceptable adverse water quality impacts.  Measure MM-Water-3 would require monitoring to 
ensure that no i mpacts occur, and r esponse actions to be t aken if certain water level or water 
quality triggers are met.   Measures MM-Water-4 and MM-Water-5 would seek to ensure that 
the development on the surface uses pervious groundcover and is otherwise designed to 
maximize groundwater infiltration, which in turn w ould as sist i n pr oviding f reshwater t o t he 
aquifer.  Measure MM-Water-6 would require employee training on water conservation in order 
to r educe t he v olume of  w ater us e by  the project. Mitigation Measure MM-Water-11, would 
require that the Applicant obtain drinking water from offsite sources if the analytical results from 
the onsite wells indicate that the water does not meet EPA’s drinking water standard.   

 

Mudflow 
Based on the setting of the proposed facility on f lat ground near the Dry Lake bed, and several 
miles from the Clark Mountains, there is no potential for the facility to be impacted by mudflow, 
or to cause mudflow, during c onstruction, oper ations, or  dec ommissioning.  B ecause t here 
would be no impacts under any phase of the project, this anal ysis is presented here under 
construction, but is not repeated for operations and decommissioning of Alternative 4. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Groundwater Supply and Recharge 
The onl y water use associated w ith oper ations of  A lternative 4 would be the use of  no m ore 
than 20 ac-ft/yr of water for sanitary purposes.  No w ater w ould be used for cleaning solar 
panels during operations. 

 

Basin-Wide Overdraft 

The situation of the production w ells under  oper ations w ith r espect t o bas in-wide ov erdraft 
concerns i s t he same as  evaluated under  construction of  A lternative 4.  A comparison of the 
groundwater recharge rate and potential basin pump rates was shown in Table 4.19-1, and that 
analysis concluded that the total water balance in the basin during construction is positive, in 
the range of 530 to 1,845 ac-ft/yr.  That analysis included an assumption of an extraction rate of 
1,045 ac-ft/yr for the Stateline facility, which is the highest rate that would be anticipated during 
construction.  During operations of Alternative 4, that rate would drop to 20 ac-ft/yr.  Therefore, 
the av ailable w ater bal ance dur ing oper ations of  A lternative 4 would be m uch hi gher, i n t he 
range of 1,586 to 2,901 ac-ft/yr, and there would be no adverse impact. 

 

Local Drawdown 

The analysis of the effect of local drawdown presented for construction of Alternative 4 is also 
applicable to operations.  The modeling conducted by the Applicant included a construction 
period of 2 years and 4 years, followed by a 30-year operational period.  The modeling included  
a scenario with 100 percent of production from the primary well, as well as a scenario assuming 
100 percent of production from the secondary well. 

The results of the Applicant’s analysis indicate t hat g roundwater l evel dec lines i n t he ot her 
nearby wells over the entire construction, operations, and decommissioning periods would be a 
maximum of 3.18 feet at well WP-5, 3.10 feet at WP-6, 0.74 feet at Ivanpah SEGS, 1.00 feet at 
Colosseum 1, and 0.63 feet at Colosseum 2 (West Yost 2012b).  As shown in the annual report 
for the Primm V alley Golf C ourse ( Broadbent 2012), long-term declines i n these wells have 
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already ranged from 4 t o 5 f eet.  I n addition, the water level in each of the Colosseum wells is 
more than 11 feet above the tentative County significance criteria.  In general, the water 
withdrawal rate of 20 ac -ft/yr during operations is minimal compared to rates of 860 ac -ft/yr for 
Primm, 1,800 ac -ft/yr f or t he P rimm V alley G olf C ourse, and 100 ac -ft/yr f or I vanpah S EGS.  
Therefore, t he addi tional dec line r esulting f rom oper ations of  A lternative 4 w ould be a m inor 
impact. 

The Applicant’s Groundwater Monitoring and Reporting Plan (West Yost 2012b) would also be 
applicable to the project operations under Alternative 4.  The following mitigation measures 
would help to ensure that basin overdraft and offsite drawdown of more than 5 feet do not 
occur.  Mitigation measure MM-Water-2 would require the Applicant to develop a Water Supply 
Contingency Plan that would be implemented if their proposed water withdrawal were found to 
be causing unacceptable adverse impacts.  Measure MM-Water-3 would require monitoring to 
ensure that no i mpacts occur, and r esponse actions to be t aken if certain water level or water 
quality t riggers ar e m et.   M easure M M-Water-6 would require em ployee t raining on w ater 
conservation in order to reduce the volume of water use by the project. 

 

Water Quality 
Surface Water 

The potential for operations of Alternative 4 to contribute sources of polluted runoff if an 
accidental leak or release of harmful materials were to occur would be the same as evaluated 
for t he P roposed A ction.  T he A pplicant has developed an Emergency R esponse and 
Hazardous Materials Management Plan (First Solar 2012b), as required by mitigation measure 
MM-PH&S-2, w hich i ncludes identification of  al l haz ardous m aterials t hat w ould be us ed, 
stored, or  t ransported at  t he s ite; es tablishes inspection procedures, storage requirements, 
storage quantity limits, inventory control, non-hazardous product substitutes, and disposition of 
excess m aterials; and r equirements f or not ices t o f ederal and local em ergency r esponse 
authorities.  S econdary containment would be pr ovided for all on-site hazardous materials and 
waste storage, including fuel.  The types and volumes of fuels and hazardous materials would 
be the same under Alternative 4 as in the Proposed Action.  In addition, the Applicant would site 
all fueling, hazardous materials storage areas, and operation and maintenance activities 
involving hazardous materials at least 100 feet away from blue-line drainages as identified on 
USGS topography m aps and wetlands.  Similar protective measures, training, and reporting 
would be required as part of mitigation measure MM-Water-10. 

With compliance with regulatory requirements and implementation of mitigation measures MM-
PH&S-2, MM -Water-8, and  MM-Water-10, pot ential i mpacts as sociated w ith t he c reation of  
polluted runoff would be minimized and/or avoided. 

 

Groundwater 

The management of hazardous materials and fuels during operations of Alternative 4 would be 
the same as discussed above for surface water.  The regulatory requirements, mitigation 
measures ( specifically, M M-PH&S-2 and M M-Water-10), and m anagement pl ans t hat w ould 
minimize the potential for release of contaminants to surface water would also be effective in 
minimizing t he pot ential for t heir r elease t o g roundwater.  A n additional requirement during 
operations would be development and implementation of a SPCC Plan to manage the presence 
of oi l-containing t ransformers.  T he S PCC P lan would i dentify hazardous materials managed 
onsite du ring oper ations, specify t he use of  appr opriate spill containment and cleanup kits to 
contain ac cidental haz ardous m aterial r eleases, and specify inspection and response 
procedures and responsibilities.  The Applicant’s Emergency Response and Hazardous 
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Materials Management Plan (First Solar 2012b), as required by mitigation measure MM-PH&S-
2, would ensure t hat hazardous m aterials and w astes w ould be handl ed i n a safe and 
environmentally sound manner to prevent releases and in compliance with the requirements set 
forth in the applicable codes and r egulations. Best management practices by the Applicant as 
presented in the SPCC Plan would ensure that the Applicant minimizes, avoids, or cleans up 
unforeseen spills of haz ardous m aterial.  Given the dept h to groundwater at the site 
(approximately 200 f eet), it is highly unlikely that any release of fuel or hazardous materials on 
the surface could r each g roundwater.  A ny r eleases dur ing oper ations of  A lternative 4 would 
likely be very small i n v olume, and w ould be i dentified and remediated bef ore t hey c ould 
migrate t he l arge di stance t o g roundwater.  T herefore, c ontamination of  g roundwater by  the 
release of contaminants is very unlikely. 

Mobilization of existing poor quality groundwater, as discussed for construction, would likely not 
be a c oncern during operations of Alternative 4 due to the low volumes of water that would be 
produced f rom the new g roundwater wells.  A lthough the wells could be s ubject to increased 
salinity during construction, this effect would likely be temporary, and would dissipate when 
production levels are reduced to no more than 20 ac-ft/yr during operations. 

The A pplicant’s G roundwater Monitoring and R eporting P lan would al so be appl icable during 
project operations of Alternative 4.  The following mitigation measures would help to ensure that 
groundwater quality impacts do not  occur.  M itigation measure MM-Water-2 would require the 
Applicant t o dev elop a W ater S upply C ontingency P lan t hat w ould be implemented if their 
proposed w ater w ithdrawal were found t o be c ausing unac ceptable adv erse w ater q uality 
impacts.  Measure MM-Water-3 would require monitoring to ensure that no impacts occur, and 
response actions to be taken if certain water level or water quality triggers are met.   Measures 
MM-Water-4 and MM-Water-5 would seek to ensure that the development on the surface uses 
pervious groundcover and i s otherwise designed to maximize groundwater infiltration, which in 
turn would assist i n pr oviding f reshwater t o the aquifer.  Measure MM-Water-6 would require 
employee t raining on w ater c onservation i n or der t o r educe t he v olume of  w ater us e by  the 
project. 

 

Decommissioning 
Groundwater Supply and Recharge 
The A pplicant has  not  def ined t he am ount of  w ater t hat w ould be r equired f or dust control 
during decommissioning of Alternative 4.  Given that decommissioning would require earth-
moving activities across the same total acreage as construction, this evaluation assumes that 
decommissioning would require, at a maximum, the same volume of water as construction.  
The impacts of this water use, including water level declines in nearby wells and the potential to 
mobilize saline groundwater f rom depth or f rom the dry lake, would be t he same as evaluated 
for construction of Alternative 4.  I n addition, the mitigation measures required for construction 
would also apply to dec ommissioning.  I n pr actice, i t i s l ikely t hat w ater us e dur ing 
decommissioning would be much less than construction, because the duration would be m uch 
shorter.   The water would be obtained from the same two groundwater production wells that 
would supply water for construction and operations. 

 

Basin-Wide Overdraft 

The s ituation of  t he proposed production wells under  decommissioning with respect t o basin-
wide ov erdraft c oncerns i s t he same as evaluated under  c onstruction.  A c omparison of  t he 
groundwater recharge rate and potential basin pump rates was shown in Table 4.19-1, and that 
analysis concluded that the total water balance in the basin during construction is positive, in 
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the range of 530 to 1,845 ac-ft/yr.  That analysis included an assumption of an extraction rate of 
1,045 ac-ft/yr for the Stateline facility, which is the highest rate that would be anticipated during 
construction.  During dec ommissioning, t he rate c ould rise again to 1,045 ac-ft/yr, but for a 
much shorter duration than construction.  Therefore, the available water balance during 
decommissioning w ould be i n t he r ange of  1, 586 t o 2, 901 ac -ft/yr, and t here w ould be no 
adverse impact. 

 

Local Drawdown 

The analysis of  the ef fect of local drawdown presented for construction of Alternative 4 is also 
applicable to decommissioning.  The modeling conducted by the Applicant included a 
construction per iod of  2 y ears and 4 y ears, f ollowed by  a 30-year oper ational per iod. The 
modeling included  a scenario with 100 percent of production from the primary well, as well as a 
scenario assuming 100 percent of production from the secondary well. 

The results of the Applicant’s analysis indicate t hat g roundwater l evel dec lines i n t he ot her 
nearby wells over the entire construction, operations, and decommissioning periods would be a 
maximum of 3.18 feet at well WP-5, 3.10 feet at WP-6, 0.74 feet at Ivanpah SEGS, 1.00 feet at 
Colosseum 1, and 0.63 feet at Colosseum 2 (West Yost 2012b).  As shown in the annual report 
for the Primm V alley Golf C ourse ( Broadbent 2012), long-term declines i n these wells have 
already ranged from 4 t o 5 f eet.  I n addition, the water level in each of the Colosseum wells is 
more than 11 feet above the tentative County significance criteria.  I n g eneral, t he w ater 
withdrawal rate of 20 ac -ft/yr during operations is minimal compared to rates of 860 ac -ft/yr for 
Primm, 1,800 ac -ft/yr f or t he P rimm V alley G olf C ourse, and 100 ac -ft/yr f or I vanpah S EGS.  
Therefore, t he addi tional decline r esulting f rom dec ommissioning of  A lternative 4 w ould be a 
minor impact. 

The Applicant’s Groundwater Monitoring and Reporting Plan (West Yost 2012b) would also be 
applicable to t he pr oject dec ommissioning under  A lternative 4. The f ollowing mitigation 
measures would help to ensure that basin overdraft and offsite drawdown of more than 5 f eet 
do not occur.  Mitigation measure MM-Water-2 would require the Applicant to develop a W ater 
Supply Contingency Plan that would be i mplemented i f t heir proposed water withdrawal were 
found to be causing unacceptable adverse impacts.  Measure MM-Water-3 would require 
monitoring to ensure that no impacts occur, and r esponse actions to be taken i f certain water 
level or water quality triggers are met.   Measure MM-Water-6 would require employee training 
on water conservation in order to reduce the volume of water use by the project. 

 

Water Quality 
Surface Water 

Decommissioning of  A lternative 4 would include use of the same types and amounts of fuels 
and hazardous materials as construction, but for a shorter duration.  The Applicant’s 
Emergency Response and Hazardous Materials Management Plan (First Solar 2012b), as 
required by mitigation measure MM-PH&S-2, would be appl icable to project decommissioning.  
This Plan includes identification of all hazardous m aterials t hat w ould be us ed, s tored, or  
transported at the site; establishes inspection procedures, storage requirements, storage 
quantity l imits, inventory control, non-hazardous product substitutes, and di sposition of  excess 
materials; and r equirements f or not ices t o f ederal and l ocal em ergency response authorities.  
Secondary c ontainment w ould be pr ovided f or al l on -site haz ardous m aterials and w aste 
storage, i ncluding f uel.  O nce dec ommissioning i s c ompleted, r emaining fuel and haz ardous 
materials would be removed from the site, and any waste materials would be disposed offsite in 
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accordance w ith r egulatory r equirements. Similar protective measures, t raining, and r eporting 
would be required as part of mitigation measure MM-Water-10. 

With compliance with regulatory requirements and implementation of mitigation measures MM-
PH&S-2, MM -Water-8, and M M-Water-10, pot ential i mpacts as sociated w ith t he c reation of  
polluted runoff under Alternative 4 would be minimized and/or avoided. 

 

Groundwater 

The m anagement of  haz ardous m aterials and f uels dur ing de commissioning of  A lternative 4 
would be the same as discussed above for surface water.  The regulatory requirements, 
mitigation measures (specifically, MM-PH&S-2 and MM-Water-10), and management plans that 
would minimize the potential f or r elease of  c ontaminants t o s urface w ater w ould al so be 
effective in minimizing the potential f or t heir r elease t o g roundwater.  The A pplicant’s 
Emergency Response and Hazardous Materials Management Plan (First Solar 2012b), as 
required by  m itigation m easure M M-PH&S-2, w ould ens ure t hat haz ardous m aterials and 
wastes would be handled in a safe and environmentally sound manner to prevent releases and 
in compliance with the requirements set forth in the applicable codes and regulations.  Given 
the dept h t o g roundwater at  t he s ite ( approximately 200 f eet), i t i s hi ghly unl ikely t hat any  
release of fuel or hazardous materials on t he surface could reach groundwater.  A ny releases 
during dec ommissioning o f A lternative 4 would l ikely be v ery s mall i n v olume, and would be 
identified and r emediated bef ore t hey c ould m igrate t he l arge distance to groundwater.  
Therefore, contamination of groundwater by the release of contaminants is very unlikely. 

Mobilization of existing poor quality groundwater, as discussed for construction, would likely not 
be a c oncern dur ing dec ommissioning of  A lternative 4 due t o t he l ow v olumes of  w ater t hat 
would be produced from the new g roundwater wells.  A lthough t he wells could be subject t o 
increased salinity during construction, this effect would likely be temporary, and would dissipate 
when pr oduction l evels ar e r educed t o no m ore t han 20 ac-ft/yr dur ing oper ations. During 
decommissioning, t he r ate c ould r ise ag ain to 1,045 ac-ft/yr, but  f or a m uch shorter dur ation 
than construction.   

The A pplicant’s G roundwater Monitoring and R eporting P lan would al so be appl icable during 
project dec ommissioning of  A lternative 4.  The f ollowing mitigation measures would help to 
ensure that groundwater quality impacts do not occur.  M itigation measure MM-Water-2 would 
require the Applicant to develop a Water Supply Contingency Plan that would be implemented if 
their proposed water withdrawal were found to be c ausing unacceptable adverse water quality 
impacts.  Measure MM-Water-3 would require monitoring to ensure that no impacts occur, and 
response actions to be taken if certain water level or water quality triggers are met.   Measures 
MM-Water-4 and MM-Water-5 would seek to ensure that the development on the surface uses 
pervious groundcover and i s otherwise designed to maximize groundwater infiltration, which in 
turn would assist i n pr oviding f reshwater t o the aquifer.  Measure MM-Water-6 would require 
employee t raining on w ater c onservation i n or der t o r educe t he v olume of  w ater us e by  the 
project. Mitigation Measure MM-Water-11 would require that the Applicant obtain drinking water 
from offsite sources if the analytical results from the onsite wells indicate that the water does 
not meet EPA’s drinking water standard.   

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The action of modifying the boundary of  the Ivanpah DWMA under Alternative 4 would be t he 
same as  t hat f or t he P roposed A ction.  T his ac tion w ould not  r equire c onstruction of  any  
structures, use of  w ater r esources, or  us e of  haz ardous m aterials t hat c ould i mpact w ater 
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quality.  There would be no i mpacts t o water r esources associated w ith t he m odified DWMA 
boundary. 

 

4.19.6.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
The CEQA significance determinations of recreation impacts for Alternative 4 would be identical 
to A lternative 1.   Alternative 4 would not result in a substantial lessening of any significant 
environmental impacts as compared to the other alternatives. 

 

4.19.7 Alternative 5: No Action Alternative 

4.19.7.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under this alternative, t he B LM w ould not  appr ove t he pr oposed s olar f acility and w ould not  
amend the CDCA Plan. As a result, no solar energy project would be constructed, and the BLM 
would c ontinue t o m anage t he s ite c onsistent w ith t he ex isting land us e des ignation i n the 
CDCA Plan.  

Because there would be no amendment to the CDCA Plan and no solar project approved for 
the s ite under  t his al ternative, there would be no w ater us e t hat c ould i mpact g roundwater 
availability or  q uality, no us e of  f uels or  hazardous materials that could impact water q uality, 
and no new  s tructures or  f acilities that could affect s urface w ater dr ainage pat hways.  As a  
result, none of  t he impacts on water r esources from c onstruction, operation, or  
decommissioning of the project would occur. 

If the Proposed Action is not approved, renewable projects would likely be developed on other 
sites in  San B ernardino County, i n ot her ar eas of  C alifornia, or  i n adj acent s tates w ithin t he 
Desert S outhwest as developers strive to provide renewable power that complies with utility 
requirements and S tate and Federal m andates.  These pr ojects w ould l ikely us e w ater t o 
support construction and operations, and would likely i nvolve dev elopment of  f acilities on or  
near surface water drainage pathways.  Construction and operation impacts to water resources 
could occur at these other sites, and are likely to be similar to those described for the proposed 
Stateline Solar Farm facility. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The boundaries of the existing Ivanpah DWMA would not be modified under the N o Action 
Alternative.  Land us es associated with the Ivanpah DWMA would continue as they are today.  
The No Action Alternative would not have any adverse impact on water resources. 

 

4.19.7.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
There would be no impacts to water resources under Alternative 5. 

 

4.19.8 Alternative 6: No Project, Exclude Solar Alternative 

4.19.8.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 6 would include a finding by B LM t hat t he s ite i s not  s uitable f or s olar ener gy 
development, and no pr oject would be approved. As a result, no solar energy project would be 
constructed on the s ite, and t he B LM would c ontinue t o m anage t he s ite c onsistent w ith t he 
existing land use designation in the CDCA Plan.  Because the CDCA Plan would be a mended 
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to make the area unavailable for future solar energy development, it is expected that the site 
would remain in its existing condition unless another use is designated in this amendment. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The boundar ies of  t he ex isting Ivanpah D WMA w ould not  be m odified under A lternative 6.  
Land uses associated with the Ivanpah DWMA would continue as they are today. This action 
would not have any effect on water resources. 

 

4.19.8.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
There would be no impacts to water resources under Alternative 6. 

 

4.19.9 Alternative 7: No Project, Approve Solar Alternative 

4.19.9.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under this alternative, the BLM would not approve the proposed Stateline Solar facility, but  

Alternative 7 w ould i nclude a f inding by  BLM t hat t he s ite i s not  s uitable f or s olar ener gy 
development, and none of the action alternatives would be approved.  The Stateline Solar Farm 
Project would not be constructed on the project site and the project site would remain vacant in 
the near -term.  Under t his al ternative, t he B LM w ould not  appr ove t he pr oposed facility, but 
would amend the CDCA Plan to allow f or ot her s olar pr ojects on t he s ite.  A s a r esult, i t i s 
possible that another solar energy project could be constructed on the site.  If this were to 
occur, it is likely that construction, operation, and decommissioning impacts to water resources 
would be similar to the impacts described for Alternative 1. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The boundar ies of  t he ex isting I vanpah DWMA would not  be modified under A lternative 7.  
Land uses associated with the Ivanpah DWMA would continue as they are today.  If a solar or 
other renewable energy facility i s pr oposed on t he s ite i n t he f uture, t he i mpact on  water 
resources would be considered in a project-specific environmental analysis that would occur at 
that time.  These future projects would likely use water to support construction and operations, 
and would likely involve development of  facilities on or  near surface water drainage pathways.  
Construction and operation impacts to water resources could occur as a r esult of  these future 
projects, and would likely be similar to those described for the proposed Stateline Solar Farm 
facility. 

 

4.19.9.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
There would be no impacts to water resources under Alternative 7. 

 

4.19.10 Cumulative Impacts 

4.19.10.1 Geographic Extent/Context 
The geographic extent of analysis for water resource impacts varies depending on the nature of 
the impact being evaluated, as follows: 



DESERT STATELINE SOLAR FARM PROJECT 
4.19 WATER RESOURCES 

 

NOVEMBER 2012 4.19-66 DRAFT EIS/EIR 
 

Basin-wide Overdraft 

The geographic extent for cumulative impact analysis associated with the Proposed Action and 
alternatives is the boundaries of the IVGB. 

 

Local Drawdown 

The geographic extent for cumulative impact analysis associated with the Proposed Action and 
alternatives is locations of nearby wells that could potentially be within the radius of influence of 
the new production wells installed for the Stateline project.  For purposes of this analysis, this is 
assumed to include t he P rimm w ells ( WP-5 and W P-6), PVGC wells ( PVGC-7, PVG C-8, 
PVGC-9, Colosseum 1, and Colosseum 2), and the Ivanpah SEGS well. 

 

Stormwater Drainage Patterns 

The geographic extent for cumulative impact analysis associated with the Proposed Action and 
alternatives is the extent of the subbasins in which project components are located.  In general, 
this includes the subbasin outlines as they are delineated in the Applicant’s hydrologic studies 
(Taney Engineering 2011a; Taney Engineering 2011b), as well as Ivanpah Dry Lake, which is 
the receiving basin.  This extent includes areas both upgradient and downgradient of the facility. 

 

Stormwater Systems 

As di scussed i n t he anal ysis of  di rect and i ndirect i mpacts, t he P roposed A ction and 
alternatives do not  have any potential t o impact stormwater systems, because no stormwater 
systems exist on the site or in downgradient ar eas.  T herefore, no c umulative anal ysis i s 
performed for impacts to stormwater systems. 

 

Flood Hazards 

The geographic extent for cumulative impact analysis is the same as that for stormwater 
drainage patterns. 

 

Surface Water Quality 

The geographic extent for cumulative impact analysis is the same as that for stormwater 
drainage patterns. 

 

Groundwater Quality 

The geographic extent for cumulative impact analysis associated with the Proposed Action and 
alternatives is the area in which groundwater impacts associated with the Proposed Action and 
alternatives could occur.  For  potential release of contaminants, this includes the downgradient 
area i nto w hich c ontaminants c ould m igrate.  For  pot ential mobilization of poor q uality 
groundwater, this includes the radius of influence of the new production wells installed for the 
Stateline project. 
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Mudflow 

As di scussed i n t he anal ysis of  di rect and i ndirect i mpacts, t he P roposed A ction and 
alternatives do not have any potential to be impacted by, or to cause, mudflows.  Therefore, no 
cumulative analysis is performed for mudflows. 

 

4.19.10.2 Existing Cumulative Conditions 
This section discusses past and ong oing pr ojects i n t he cumulative anal ysis ar eas described 
above.  As the geographic area differs by type of impact, so the range of existing and ongoing 
projects also differs. 

 

Basin-wide Overdraft 

The ex isting pr ojects t hat us e g roundwater w ithin t he I VGB ar e listed in Table 4.19-1, and 
include public water supply systems (Jean, Primm, Goodsprings, Nipton, and Desert), the 
Primm Valley G olf Course, Molycorp, and t he I vanpah SEGS and S ilver S tate solar projects.  
The anal ysis pr esented i n T able 4. 19-1 acts as a s ummary of  ex isting c umulative c urrent 
conditions w ith r espect t o bas in-wide overdraft.  That table summarizes the overall water 
balance in the IVGB, including the rate of groundwater recharge, as well as the total of all 
groundwater uses in the basin. 

As s hown i n t his t able, t he t otal w ater bal ance i n t he bas in, including c onstruction of  t he 
proposed S tateline pr oject, would r emain in t he r ange of 530 t o 1, 845 ac-ft/yr during 
construction of Alternatives 1 through 3.  The existing condition can be obtained by subtracting 
the projected water use by t he S tateline f acility, r esulting in a pos itive bal ance r anging f rom 
1,606 to 2,921 ac-ft/yr.   Given that the analysis used worst case pump rates, it is likely that the 
existing balance i s m uch higher.  T his demonstrates that t he ex isting cumulative condition of  
the basin is not in overdraft. 

 

Local Drawdown 

As discussed for the Proposed Action and alternatives, the Broadbent reports (Broadbent 2002; 
Broadbent 2009) document that local drawdown effects are known to occur in all of the wells in 
the l ocal ar ea.  A s s hown i n t he annual  report for t he P rimm Valley G olf Course ( Broadbent 
2012), although the water level in each of the Colosseum wells is more than 11 feet above the 
tentative County significance criteria, long-term declines in these wells have already ranged 
from 4 to 5 feet.  Similar declines would be expected in the Primm wells. 

 

Stormwater Drainage Patterns 

The existing projects in the upg radient ar ea of  t he subbasins r elated t o t he P roposed Action 
and al ternatives include Ivanpah SEGS, the C lark M ountain G razing A llotment, t ransmission 
lines, and t he Kern River natural gas transmission pipeline.  Each of these projects is situated 
on t he al luvial f an upg radient of  t he pr oposed Stateline facility, and could therefore affect 
hydrologic conditions related to stormwater flow entering the facility from upstream.  In general, 
none of these projects ar e ex pected t o hav e s ubstantially af fected ex isting c umulative 
conditions with respect to stormwater drainage patterns. 

Grazing activities are not expected to have affected stormwater drainage patterns in any way. 
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The Ivanpah SEGS development has  been i mplemented us ing a l ow-impact dev elopment 
approach in which site grading was limited, and site drainages were generally left undeveloped.  
The hydrologic anal yses conducted f or t he I vanpah SEGS project concluded that s tormwater 
conditions on the downgradient edge of the facility, including stormwater velocity and v olumes 
and erosion and s edimentation c haracteristics, w ould not  be af fected by  dev elopment of  t he 
project.  Construction of that facility, and therefore any potential impact to stormwater patterns, 
has now  been oc curring s ince O ctober, 2010,  and t here ar e no reports or observations of 
modification of  s tormwater dr ainage pat terns on t he pr oposed S tateline s ite.  T herefore, the 
Ivanpah S EGS pr oject has  not  had any  i dentifiable i mpact on ex isting c umulative c onditions 
related to stormwater drainage patterns. 

The transmission lines have a very l imited f ootprint t hat i s not  expected t o af fect s tormwater 
pathways, and the K ern River pipeline is bur ied i n t he s ubsurface.  Therefore, t hese 
developments are not expected to have any effect on stormwater drainage patterns. 

The geographic area of cumulative analysis also includes areas downgradient of the proposed 
Stateline facility.  Due to the proximity of the facility to the Dry Lake, this includes only the Dry 
Lake i tself, as well as infrastructure l ocated on t he D ry Lak e ( I-15 and t he C alnev P ipeline).  
There is no available information regarding potential erosion or sedimentation impacts on the 
Dry Lake in the area of  t he pr oposed S tateline f acility t hat c ould hav e been c aused by  any  
existing projects. 

 

Flood Hazards 

The existing c umulative c onditions w ith r espect t o f lood haz ards ar e s imilar t o t hose f or 
stormwater drainage patterns.  E xisting projects within the geographic area of analysis are the 
Clark Mountain Grazing Allotment, Ivanpah SEGS, the transmission lines, and the Kern River 
pipeline, each located upstream of the proposed Stateline facility. The Proposed Action and all 
alternatives w ould be l ocated i n FE MA Zone D , w hich i s c lassified as  an ar ea w here f lood 
hazards have not been mapped (FEMA 2008).    However, none of the existing projects is 
known to have affected potential flood conditions on or downgradient of the proposed Stateline 
facility. 

 

Surface Water Quality 

The existing cumulative conditions with respect to surface water quality are similar to those for 
stormwater drainage patterns.  E xisting projects within the geographic area of analysis are the 
Clark Mountain Grazing Allotment, Ivanpah SEGS, the transmission lines, and the Kern River 
pipeline, each located upstream of the proposed Stateline facility.  None of these is known to 
have af fected s urface w ater q uality on or  dow ngradient of  the proposed Stateline facility 
through either r eleases of  hazardous m aterials, or  t hrough m odification of  sedimentation and 
erosion characteristics. 

 

Groundwater Quality 

With r espect t o t he potential r elease of  c ontaminants to g roundwater, t he ex isting projects 
include any pr oject t hat c ould po tentially i mpact g roundwater w ithin t he I VGB.  G roundwater 
contamination related to Molycorp waste disposal activities is known to exist at the New Ivanpah 
Evaporation Pond (NIEP; located about 3 m iles east of the proposed Stateline facility), the Old 
Ivanpah Evaporation Pond (OIEP; located about 9 miles to the southeast of the facility), and the 
Molycorp Mine and M illsite ( located about  10 m iles s outh of  t he f acility).  T hese ar eas of  
contamination are each currently under investigation and/or remediation under the oversight of 
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the Lahontan RWQCB.  None of these areas is known to have impacted, or have the potential 
to impact, groundwater uses in the IVGB. 

Additional existing projects which have t he pot ential t o af fect g roundwater q uality i nclude t he 
Calnev petroleum products pipeline, transport of hazardous materials and f uels along I-15 and 
the Union Pacific Railroad, s torage of  f uels at  g asoline s tations at  Primm, and use of limited 
amounts of  f uels and haz ardous m aterials at  t he Primm Valley G olf Course and the Ivanpah 
SEGS, Silver State, and Walter Higgins Bighorn power plants.  None of these potential sources 
are known to have had impacts to groundwater quality. 

Mobilization of  ex isting poor  q uality g roundwater has  been doc umented i n t he ar ea of  the 
Proposed Action.  Existing projects that could create this effect include any project that involves 
groundwater w ithdrawal i n close proximity to t he Dry Lak e, including the Primm resorts, the 
Primm V alley G olf C ourse, and I vanpah S EGS i n t he nor thern par t of  Ivanpah V alley, and 
Molycorp in the southern part.   Broadbent (2002) reports that TDS concentrations in the PVGC 
wells increased immediately after the wells were first pumped in 1995.  By 1998, the golf course 
had pr ocured t he C olosseum w ells t o pr ovide b etter water quality, and had s ubstantially 
reduced pumping from the PVGC wells.  W ithin two years, the TDS concentrations in PVGC-7 
and P VGC-8 had dr opped t o or iginal l evels ag ain, appar ently due t o r ecovery of  t he or iginal 
groundwater gradient and inflow of fresher water from the recharge areas higher on the alluvial 
fan. 

A similar trend was noted in the Primm wells WP-5 and WP-6.  There appears to be a direct 
positive correlation between pumping rate and TDS c oncentrations i n t hese w ells, w ith T DS 
concentrations rising as pump rates increase.  T his w ould be c onsistent w ith w ithdrawal of  
water from depth or from the direction of the Dry Lake.  However, TDS concentrations decrease 
again once pumping is reduced.  This trend suggests that detrimental effects to groundwater 
quality as a result of withdrawal are not permanent (Broadbent 2002). 

 

4.19.10.3 Reasonably Foreseeable Projects 
Table 4. 1-1 pr ovides a l ist of  c urrent and reasonably foreseeable projects, including other 
proposed or appr oved r enewable ener gy pr ojects; various B LM aut horized ac tions/activities, 
proposed or approved projects within the County’s jurisdiction, and ot her actions/activities that 
the agencies c onsider r easonably f oreseeable.  T able 4. 1-2 s ummarizes t he c umulative 
projects that would have the potential to combine with the Proposed Action and result in 
cumulative i mpacts t o recreational r esources.  M ost of  t hese pr ojects have either undergone 
independent environmental review pursuant to NEPA and/or CEQA, or will do so prior to 
approval.  E ven i f environmental review has not been c ompleted f or t he c umulative pr ojects 
described in Table 4.1-2, their effects were considered in the cumulative impacts analysis in the 
draft EIS/EIR. 

Again, the reasonable foreseeable projects which are relevant to the analysis vary depending 
on the type of impact being evaluated, as follows: 

 

Basin-wide Overdraft 

The evaluation of basin-wide overdraft impacts in Table 4.19-1 i ncluded future projects that 
would be ex pected t o withdraw water from the IVGB.  T he total value provided f or t he S ilver 
State solar projects includes the expected volume to be us ed to support future construction of 
Phase 2 of t he pr oject.  T he v alue pr ovided f or M olycorp represents bot h a pas t us e and a 
future use, since these wells are currently not used, but are expected to be us ed by 2013.  In 
addition, the value provided for Molycorp also assumes that Molycorp provides water to support 
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the Calnev Pipeline Expansion Project.  No other reasonably foreseeable projects are expected 
to use groundwater from the basin. 

 

Local Drawdown 

No additional reasonably foreseeable projects are expected to use groundwater in the local 
area near the Primm and PVGC wells. 

 

Stormwater Drainage Patterns 

Future projects which could impact stormwater drainage patterns in the area include EITP and 
Desert Xpress. 

 

Flood Hazards 

Future projects which could impact flood hazards in the area include EITP and Desert Xpress. 

 

Surface Water Quality 

Future pr ojects w hich c ould i mpact s urface w ater q uality i n t he ar ea include EITP, Desert 
Xpress, JPOE, Mountain Pass Lateral, Molycorp Phoenix Project, Silver State Phase 2, 
Southern Nevada Supplemental Airport, and t he Calnev Expansion Project.  Most of these are 
construction projects which would use f uels and haz ardous materials dur ing construction, but  
would then hav e v ery l imited ac tivities as sociated w ith t heir oper ations.  Molycorp, S outhern 
Nevada S upplemental A irport, and t he C alnev E xpansion pr oject w ould i nclude l ong-term 
storage, t ransport, or  m anagement of  l arge v olumes of  f uels and hazardous materials, and 
therefore their operations could potentially impact surface water quality. 

 

Groundwater Quality 

Future projects which could impact groundwater quality through the release of hazardous 
materials are the same as those that could affect surface water: EITP, Desert Xpress, JPOE, 
Mountain Pass Lateral, Molycorp Phoenix P roject, S ilver S tate P hase 2,  S outhern N evada 
Supplemental Airport, and t he Calnev Expansion Project.  With respect to mobilization of poor 
quality g roundwater, t here are no known f uture pr ojects t hat ar e ex pected t o i nvolve 
groundwater withdrawal in the vicinity of the Dry Lake. 

 

 

4.19.10.4 Cumulative Impact Analysis 

Construction 
Basin-wide Overdraft 

The analysis presented in Table 4.19-1 acts as a summary of basin-wide overdraft with respect 
to all past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, including inclusion of the 
construction phase of the Stateline project.  As shown in this table, the total water balance in 
the basin associated with all of  these projects is positive, in the range of 530 to 1,845 ac-ft/yr.  
Given that the analysis used worst case pump rates, it is likely that the balance is much higher.  
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Therefore, the cumulative effect of all projects would not create a basin-wide overdraft 
condition. 

 

Local Drawdown 

As discussed for the Proposed Action and alternatives, the Broadbent reports (Broadbent 2002; 
Broadbent 2009) document that local drawdown effects are known to occur in all of the wells in 
the l ocal ar ea.  A s s hown i n t he annual  report for the P rimm Valley G olf Course ( Broadbent 
2012), although the water level in each of the Colosseum wells is more than 11 feet above the 
tentative County significance criteria, long-term declines in these wells have already ranged 
from 4 to 5 f eet.  S imilar dec lines would be ex pected in t he Primm wells.  Inclusion of  water 
withdrawal from the Proposed Action (the only reasonably foreseeable future project) would 
result in an addi tional drawdown ranging of a maximum of 3.18 feet at WP-5, 3.10 feet at WP-
6, 0.74 feet at Ivanpah SEGS, 1.00 feet at Colosseum 1, and 0.63 feet at Colosseum 2 (West 
Yost 2012b). 

Cumulative local drawdown effects would be ex pected as a r esult of  the existing projects, and 
the P roposed Action would contribute, i ncrementally, t o t hat ef fect.  However, t he cumulative 
effect of the withdrawal from all wells would not exceed the County significance criteria, and the 
impact would therefore be less than significant.  

The Applicant has developed a G roundwater M onitoring and R eporting P lan ( West Y ost 
2012b), which would monitor the impact, establish significance criteria for evaluating impacts, 
and propose response actions to be implemented should the significance criteria be exceeded.   
Implementation of the plan would be required as part of mitigation measure MM-Water-3.  The 
following mitigation measures would help to ensure that basin overdraft and offsite drawdown of 
more than 5 f eet do not occur.  Mitigation measure MM-Water-2 would require the Applicant to 
develop a Water Supply Contingency Plan that would be implemented if their proposed water 
withdrawal were f ound t o be c ausing unacceptable adverse impacts.  Measures MM-Water-4 
and M M-Water-5 would seek to ensure that the development on the surface uses pervious 
groundcover and is otherwise designed to maximize groundwater infiltration.  Measure MM-
Water-6 would require employee training on w ater conservation in order to reduce the volume 
of water use by  the pr oject.  Similar m easures ar e c urrently r equired f or t he P rimm, P rimm 
Valley Golf Course, and Ivanpah SEGS wells. 

 

Stormwater Drainage Patterns 

The contribution of the Proposed Action to cumulative impacts on surface water and drainage 
patterns w ould be t he s ame under  c onstruction, oper ations and m aintenance, and 
decommissioning.  T his i s because any potential impact would be as sociated with vegetation 
removal, site grading, implementation of  debr is and sediment basins, and ex istence of  
infrastructure on the project site.  Once vegetation removal, grading, and bas in construction is 
completed during early phases of construction, potential contributions to cumulative impacts 
would r emain t he s ame throughout t he r emainder of  t he c onstruction period, and into the 
operations and decommissioning period.  Therefore, t his anal ysis i s pr esented her e under 
construction, but  i s not  r epeated f or the cumulative anal ysis f or operations and 
decommissioning of the Proposed Action. 

The P roposed A ction and ot her ex isting and f uture pr ojects would be located on an ac tive 
alluvial f an s ystem c haracterized by  num erous ephemeral drainages that only flow during 
substantial precipitation events.  Impacts associated with development on an alluvial fan system 
can include flash flood damage to unprotected site structures, increased soil erosion onsite and 
in dow ngradient ar eas due t o i ncrease i n s tormwater f low r ates or  c oncentration of  f low, 



DESERT STATELINE SOLAR FARM PROJECT 
4.19 WATER RESOURCES 

 

NOVEMBER 2012 4.19-72 DRAFT EIS/EIR 
 

increased potential for f lood damage to downgradient structures, and i ncreased sedimentation 
in downgradient areas. 

To addr ess t hese pot ential i mpacts for t he P roposed A ction, t he A pplicant has  c onducted 
hydrologic modeling to predict stormwater flow conditions, designed the Proposed Action to 
incorporate protective features, and then included these protective features in additional 
modeling t o verify t hat t hey would protect both the facility and t he downgradient ar eas.  The 
modeling conducted by  t he A pplicant f or t he P roposed A ction al so ac ts as  a n analysis of 
existing c umulative c onditions because i t i ncorporated assumptions and i nput par ameters 
associated with existing projects located upgradient. 

That analysis indicated that, with implementation of  the Applicant’s Storm Water Management 
Plan, compliance with regulatory requirements, mitigation measures, and similar requirements 
for the Ivanpah SEGS project, there would be no adv erse impacts to stormwater flow, erosion, 
or sedimentation characteristics. 

Future pr ojects w hich c ould af fect s tormwater dr ainage i n t he ar ea include EITP and Desert 
Xpress.  Construction of both of these projects would involve vegetation clearing, site grading, 
and placement of infrastructure within stormwater flow pathways.  Although t he EITP w ould 
have a limited footprint following construction, Desert Xpress would include a new linear feature 
extending across active drainage channels on the alluvial fan upgradient of the proposed 
Stateline facility, and could therefore affect stormwater patterns and erosion and sedimentation 
characteristics. 

Both projects would be r equired to operate in compliance with a C onstruction SWPPP, similar 
to t he S tateline pr oject.  I n addi tion, eac h pr oject w ould be s ubject t o mitigation measures 
required as part of pr oject appr oval.  T he S WPPP and t he m itigation m easures w ould be 
designed to address stormwater so t hat no i ncrease i n s tormwater f low, er osion, or  
sedimentation occurs i n dow ngradient ar eas, and, for D esert X press, that w ould i nclude 
stormwater that would eventually enter the Stateline facility from upgradient.  In theory, failure 
to c omply w ith t hese m easures on Desert X press could af fect s tormwater f low c onditions a s 
they enter t he S tateline f acility.  S ince the S tateline hydrologic modeling was conducted, and 
the f acility s ubsequently des igned, based on c ertain as sumptions r egarding t he nat ure of  
stormwater flow ent ering t he s ite f rom upg radient, modification of  t hese conditions by  Desert 
Xpress could render the Stateline modeling inapplicable, and could mean that the design of the 
Proposed Action would be i nadequate to manage stormwater f lows.  This scenario is unlikely, 
as Desert Xpress would be subject to regulatory oversight and m onitoring for compliance with 
mitigation measures. 

Assuming that the future projects do not  af fect upgradient hydrology, the f low rates presented 
in Table 4.19.3 show that, on average, the development of the Proposed Action would increase 
flow rates in the subbasins by a maximum of about  2 per cent.  B ased on t hese r esults, the 
cumulative projects would not result in subjecting any areas to increased potential f or flood 
damage, and would not modify erosion or sedimentation rates in downstream areas. 

Maintaining these results depends on continued operation of the debris and sediment basins as 
they are designed to operate.  Mitigation measure MM-Water-9 would require the Applicant to 
implement t heir S torm W ater Management P lan ( First S olar 201 2k), which specifies how t he 
debris and sediment basins w ould be des igned, i nspected, and m aintained t o ensure their 
continued operation.  BLM has reviewed the design of the basins on the Applicant’s site plans, 
the proposed methods for inspection and m aintenance in the Storm Water Management Plan, 
and the methodologies and input parameters for the hydrologic modeling, and concludes that 
the Proposed Action would not be subjected to increased potential for flood damage, and would 
not modify erosion or sedimentation rates in downstream areas. 
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Flood Hazards 

Similar to the discussion of cumulative surface water drainage pattern impacts, the contribution 
of the Proposed Action to cumulative impacts associated with flood hazard areas would be the 
same under construction, operations and maintenance, and decommissioning.  This is because 
any potential i mpact w ould be as sociated w ith m odification of  s tormwater f low pat hways, 
volumes, or velocities, and these modifications would occur during initial stages of construction 
and be m aintained t hroughout t he oper ations and dec ommissioning per iods.  Therefore, this 
cumulative analysis is presented here under construction, but is not repeated for operations and 
decommissioning of the Proposed Action. 

The c umulative analysis of flood haz ards is s imilar t o t hat for s tormwater dr ainage pat terns, 
because the analysis is based on m odification of  s tormwater f low pat terns.  As d iscussed 
above, the modeling conducted by the Applicant f or t he P roposed A ction al so ac ts as  an 
analysis of f lood haz ards f or ex isting c umulative c onditions bec ause i t i ncorporated 
assumptions and input parameters associated with existing projects located upgradient. 

That analysis indicated that, with implementation of  the Applicant’s Storm Water Management 
Plan, compliance with regulatory requirements, mitigation measures, and similar requirements 
for t he I vanpah S EGS pr oject, t here w ould be no adverse impacts associated with flood 
hazards. 

Future projects which could affect flood hazards in the area include EITP and Desert Xpress.  
Construction of both of  t hese pr ojects w ould i nvolve v egetation c learing, s ite g rading, and 
placement of infrastructure within stormwater f low pathways.  A lthough the EITP would have a 
limited footprint f ollowing c onstruction, D esert X press w ould i nclude a new  l inear f eature 
extending across active drainage channels on the alluvial fan upgradient of the proposed 
Stateline facility, and could therefore affect stormwater flow or erosion and sedimentation 
characteristics, and therefore create potential flood hazards to downgradient areas. 

Both projects would be r equired to operate in compliance with a C onstruction SWPPP, similar 
to t he S tateline pr oject.  I n addi tion, eac h pr oject w ould be s ubject t o mitigation measures 
required as  par t of pr oject appr oval.  T he S WPPP and t he m itigation m easures w ould be 
designed to address stormwater so t hat no i ncrease i n s tormwater f low, er osion, or  
sedimentation occurs i n dow ngradient ar eas, and, for D esert X press, that would include 
stormwater that would eventually enter the Stateline facility f rom upgradient.  I n theory, failure 
to c omply w ith t hese m easures on D esert X press c ould af fect s tormwater f low c onditions as  
they enter t he S tateline f acility.  S ince the S tateline hydrologic modeling was conducted, and 
the facility subsequently designed, based on c ertain as sumptions r egarding t he nat ure of  
stormwater flow ent ering t he s ite f rom upg radient, m odification of  t hese conditions by  Desert 
Xpress could render the Stateline modeling inapplicable, and could mean that the design of the 
Proposed Action would be inadequate to protect the facility from flood hazards.  This scenario is 
unlikely, as  D esert X press w ould be s ubject t o r egulatory ov ersight and m onitoring for 
compliance with mitigation measures. 

The scour analysis was conducted for the 100 year flood scenario, and included an analysis of 
the project area without implementation of upstream debris basins, and then with 
implementation of upstream debris basins.  The analysis demonstrated that, without stormwater 
management, scour depths of up t o 4.1 feet could occur around the support posts of the solar 
arrays.  This depth of scour would not be large enough to destabilize the arrays because of the 
depth of installation of the supports, and the fact that each array is supported by multiple posts.  
The scour calculation for the post-development condition, which would include debris basins to 
slow stormwater and release it as sheet flow across the solar array area, would be 
approximately 2 feet in depth.  Again, this depth would not be high enough to destabilize site 
structures.  Implementation of  E ITP and D esert X press, as suming t hat t hese pr ojects ar e i n 
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compliance with r egulations and as sociated m itigation m easures w ould not  c hange t hese 
conclusions.  The Applicant’s Storm Water Management Plan includes provisions to inspect the 
site following storm events, and any scour of this magnitude would be found and corrected. 

 

Surface Water Quality – Hazardous Materials Releases 

With respect to potential releases of hazardous materials or f uels, all projects in the Valley 
would use these items in some quantity.  Existing potential sources of contaminants include the 
existing Calnev petroleum products pipeline, transport of hazardous materials and fuels along I-
15 and the Union Pacific Railroad, storage of fuels at gasoline stations at Primm, and use of 
limited amounts of fuels and haz ardous m aterials at the Primm Valley Golf Course and the 
Ivanpah SEGS, Silver State, and W alter Higgins Bighorn power plants.  Future projects which 
would involve use of these materials include EITP, Desert Xpress, JPOE, Mountain Pass 
Lateral, Molycorp P hoenix P roject, S ilver S tate P hase 2,  S outhern N evada S upplemental 
Airport, and the Calnev Expansion Project.  Most of the future projects are construction projects 
which would use fuels and haz ardous materials during construction, but would then have very 
limited activities associated with their operations.  However, Molycorp, Southern N evada 
Supplemental A irport, and the existing and proposed Calnev Expansion project would include 
long-term s torage, t ransport, or  m anagement of  l arge volumes of fuels and hazardous 
materials, and therefore their oper ations could potentially impact surface water q uality.  
Currently, no sources impacting surface water quality through the release of hazardous 
materials are known. 

Each of these projects could r elease haz ardous m aterials or  f uels, r esulting i n i mpacts t o 
surface water quality.  Cumulative impacts would only occur if multiple releases were to occur 
and not be addressed through remediation, which is unlikely.  All of the projects that store more 
than 1,320 gallons of oil would be required to operate under a SPCC Plan, which would require 
features such as secondary containment, facility inspection, and response actions.  In addition, 
most of these projects are subject t o m itigation measures resulting f rom the project approval 
process.  For the Proposed Action, the Applicant has developed an Emergency Response and 
Hazardous Materials Management Plan (First Solar 2012b), as required by mitigation measure 
MM-PH&S-2, w hich i ncludes identification of  al l haz ardous m aterials t hat w ould be used, 
stored, or  t ransported at  t he s ite; es tablishes inspection procedures, storage requirements, 
storage quantity limits, inventory control, non-hazardous product substitutes, and disposition of 
excess m aterials; and r equirements f or not ices t o f ederal and l ocal emergency response 
authorities.  S econdary containment would be pr ovided for all on-site hazardous materials and 
waste storage, i ncluding f uel.  I n par ticular, f uel s torage ( for c onstruction v ehicles and 
equipment) would be a temporary activity occurring onl y f or as  l ong as  i s needed t o support 
construction ac tivities.  I n addi tion, t he A pplicant w ould s ite al l f ueling, hazardous materials 
storage areas, and operation and maintenance activities involving hazardous materials at least 
100 feet away from blue-line drainages as identified on USGS topography maps and wetlands.  
Similar protective m easures, t raining, and  reporting w ould be r equired as  par t of  m itigation 
measure MM-Water-10. 

With similar regulatory requirements and m itigation m easures, none of  t he ex isting or  f uture 
projects are expected to create cumulative surface water quality impacts.  With compliance with 
regulatory requirements and implementation of mitigation measures MM-PH&S-2, MM-Water-8, 
and MM-Water-10, construction of the Proposed Action would not contribute to any cumulative 
impacts. 
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Surface Water Quality – Sedimentation and Erosion Characteristics 

Similar to the discussion of cumulative surface water drainage pattern impacts, the contribution 
of the Proposed Action to cumulative impacts associated with sedimentation and erosion would 
be the same under construction, operations and maintenance, and decommissioning.  This is 
because any  pot ential i mpact w ould be as sociated w ith m odification of  s tormwater f low 
pathways, volumes, or  velocities, and t hese modifications would occur dur ing initial s tages of  
construction and be maintained t hroughout t he operations and decommissioning periods.  
Therefore, this cumulative analysis is presented here under construction, but is not repeated for 
operations and decommissioning of the Proposed Action. 

The c umulative anal ysis of  s urface water q uality r esulting f rom m odification of  sedimentation 
and er osion c haracteristics i s s imilar t o t hat f or s tormwater dr ainage pat terns, bec ause t he 
analysis i s bas ed on m odification of  s tormwater f low pat terns.  A s di scussed abov e, the 
modeling conducted by  t he A pplicant f or t he P roposed A ction al so ac ts as  an anal ysis of  
sedimentation and er osion c haracteristics f or ex isting c umulative c onditions bec ause i t 
incorporated assumptions and input parameters associated with existing projects located 
upgradient, including grazing, Kern River pipeline, transmission lines, and Ivanpah SEGS. 

That analysis concluded that, with implementation of the Applicant’s Storm Water Management 
Plan, compliance with regulatory requirements, mitigation measures, and similar requirements 
for t he I vanpah S EGS pr oject, t here w ould be no adv erse i mpacts to s urface w ater quality 
associated with modification of sedimentation or erosion characteristics. 

Future projects which c ould af fect sedimentation and er osion in t he ar ea i nclude E ITP and 
Desert Xpress.  C onstruction of  both of  t hese projects would involve vegetation c learing, s ite 
grading, and placement of infrastructure within stormwater flow pathways.  Although the EITP 
would have a limited footprint following construction, Desert Xpress would include a new linear 
feature extending across active drainage channels on the alluvial fan upgradient of the 
proposed Stateline facility, and could therefore affect sedimentation and erosion characteristics 
in downgradient areas. 

Both projects would be r equired to operate in compliance with a C onstruction SWPPP, similar 
to t he S tateline pr oject.  I n addi tion, eac h pr oject w ould be s ubject t o mitigation measures 
required as part of pr oject appr oval.  T he S WPPP and t he m itigation m easures w ould be 
designed t o addr ess s tormwater so t hat no i ncrease i n s tormwater f low, er osion, or  
sedimentation occurs i n dow ngradient ar eas, and, for D esert X press, that would include 
stormwater that would eventually enter the Stateline facility from upgradient.  In theory, failure 
to c omply w ith t hese m easures on D esert X press c ould af fect s tormwater f low c onditions as  
they enter t he S tateline f acility.  S ince the S tateline hydrologic modeling was conducted, and 
the facility subsequently designed, based on c ertain as sumptions r egarding t he nature of  
stormwater flow ent ering t he s ite f rom upg radient, m odification of  t hese conditions by  Desert 
Xpress could render the Stateline modeling inapplicable, and could mean that the design of the 
Proposed Action would be i nadequate to ensure that surface water quality impacts associated 
with s edimentation and er osion c haracteristics do not occur.  T his s cenario i s unl ikely, as  
Desert Xpress would be subject to r egulatory ov ersight and m onitoring f or c ompliance w ith 
mitigation measures. 

 

Groundwater Quality – Hazardous Materials Releases 

Groundwater quality i mpacts as sociated w ith r eleases of  f uels or  haz ardous m aterials hav e 
been documented to have occurred in the IVGB. Groundwater contamination related to 
Molycorp w aste di sposal ac tivities i s k nown t o ex ist at  t he N ew I vanpah E vaporation P ond 
(NIEP; located about 3 m iles eas t of  t he pr oposed S tateline f acility), t he O ld I vanpah 
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Evaporation P ond ( OIEP; l ocated about  9 m iles t o t he s outheast of  t he f acility), and the 
Molycorp Mine and M illsite ( located abou t 10 m iles s outh of  t he f acility).  T hese ar eas of  
contamination are each currently under investigation and/or remediation under the oversight of 
the Lahontan RWQCB.  None of these areas is known to have impacted, or have the potential 
to impact, groundwater uses in the IVGB.  In addition, each area is relatively limited in extent 
with respect to the overall lateral extent and s torage capacity of  the basin, and t he cumulative 
effect has therefore not resulted in adverse to any groundwater users. 

Additional existing projects which have t he pot ential t o af fect g roundwater q uality i nclude t he 
Calnev petroleum products pipeline, transport of hazardous materials and fuels along I- 15 and 
the Union Pacific Railroad, s torage of  f uels at  g asoline s tations at  Primm, and use of  l imited 
amounts of  f uels and haz ardous m aterials at  t he P rimm Valley G olf Course and the Ivanpah 
SEGS, Silver State, and Walter Higgins Bighorn power plants.  None of these potential sources 
are k nown t o hav e had i mpacts t o groundwater quality.  Future pr ojects w hich c ould i mpact 
groundwater q uality through the release of hazardous materials ar e the same as those that 
could affect surface water: EITP, Desert Xpress, JPOE, Mountain Pass Lateral, Molycorp 
Phoenix Project, Silver State Phase 2, Southern Nevada Supplemental Airport, and the Calnev 
Expansion Project. 

Each of these projects could potentially release hazardous materials or fuels, resulting in 
impacts t o g roundwater q uality.  A dverse c umulative i mpacts w ould only occur if multiple 
releases were to occur, would not be addressed through remediation, and the cumulative effect 
would be so large with respect to the basin that it would result in impacts to groundwater users.  
This scenario is unlikely.  All of the projects that store more than 1,320 gallons of oil would be 
required t o oper ate under  a S PCC P lan, w hich would require features such as secondary 
containment, facility inspection, and response actions.  In addition, most of  these projects are 
subject to mitigation measures resulting f rom the project approval process.  For  the Proposed 
Action, t he A pplicant has  dev eloped an Emergency Response and Hazardous Materials 
Management Plan (First Solar 2012b), as required by mitigation measure MM-PH&S-2, which 
includes identification of all hazardous materials that would be used, stored, or transported at 
the site; establishes inspection procedures, s torage r equirements, s torage q uantity l imits, 
inventory control, non-hazardous product substitutes, and disposition of excess materials; and 
requirements for notices t o f ederal and l ocal emergency r esponse aut horities.  S econdary 
containment would be provided for all on-site hazardous materials and waste storage, including 
fuel.  In particular, fuel storage (for construction vehicles and equipment) would be a temporary 
activity occurring only for as long as is needed to support construction activities.  In addition, the 
Applicant w ould s ite al l f ueling, haz ardous m aterials storage areas, and operation and 
maintenance activities involving hazardous materials at least 100 f eet aw ay f rom bl ue-line 
drainages as identified on USGS topography maps and wetlands.  Similar protective measures, 
training, and reporting would be required as part of mitigation measure MM-Water-10. 

With s imilar r egulatory r equirements and m itigation m easures, none of  t he ex isting or  f uture 
projects are expected to create cumulative groundwater quality impacts.  W ith compliance with 
regulatory requirements and implementation of mitigation measures MM-PH&S-2, MM-Water-8, 
and MM-Water-10, the Proposed Action would not contribute to any cumulative impacts. 

 

Groundwater Quality – Mobilization of Poor Quality Groundwater 

Cumulative impacts associated with mobilization of existing poor quality groundwater have been 
documented i n t he ar ea of  t he P roposed A ction.  B roadbent ( 2002) reports that TDS 
concentrations in the PVGC wells increased immediately af ter t he wells were f irst pumped in 
1995.  By 1998, the golf course had procured the Colosseum wells to provide better water 
quality, and had s ubstantially r educed pum ping f rom t he P VGC w ells.  A  s imilar trend was 
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noted i n t he P rimm wells W P-5 and W P-6.  The addi tion of  t he I vanpah SEGS well and t he 
proposed Stateline well in the same general area could potentially add to this effect. 

The Applicant has developed a G roundwater M onitoring and R eporting P lan ( West Y ost 
2012b), which would monitor the impact, establish significance criteria for evaluating impacts, 
and propose response actions to be implemented should the significance criteria be exceeded.   
Implementation of the plan would be required as part of mitigation measure MM-Water-3.  The 
following mitigation measures would help to ensure that migration of  poor quality groundwater 
does not  oc cur.  M itigation m easure M M-Water-2 w ould r equire t he Applicant t o dev elop a 
Water Supply Contingency Plan that would be i mplemented if their proposed water withdrawal 
were found to be causing unacceptable adverse impacts.  Measure MM-Water-6 would require 
employee t raining on w ater c onservation i n or der t o r educe t he v olume of  w ater us e by  the 
project.  Similar measures are currently required for the Primm, Primm Valley Golf Course, and 
Ivanpah SEGS wells. Mitigation Measure MM-Water-11 would require that the Applicant obtain 
drinking water from offsite sources if the analytical results from the onsite wells indicate that the 
water does not meet EPA’s drinking water standard.   

Although a cumulative impact could oc cur, and t he P roposed A ction c ould c ontribute t o t hat 
impact, implementation of the Groundwater Monitoring and Reporting Plan, mitigation 
measures, and similar measures required for the other projects would ensure that groundwater 
quality and uses are not impacted.  A ny contribution of  the Proposed Action to the cumulative 
impact is expected to be temporary, and would be r educed quickly once construction-pumping 
rates are reduced. 

 

Operations and Maintenance 
Basin-wide Overdraft 

The analysis presented in Table 4.19-1 acts as a summary of basin-wide overdraft with respect 
to all past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, including inclusion of the 
construction, oper ations, and dec ommissioning phases of t he S tateline pr oject.  As shown in 
this table, the total water balance in the basin associated with all of these projects would remain 
positive, in the range of 530 t o 1,845 ac-ft/yr.  That analysis i ncluded an assumption of an 
extraction rate of 1,045 ac-ft/yr for the Stateline facility, which is the highest rate that would be 
anticipated dur ing c onstruction.  D uring oper ations, t hat r ate w ould drop t o 20 ac -ft/yr.  
Therefore, the available water balance during operations would be much higher, in the range of 
1,586 to 2,901 ac-ft/yr, and the cumulative effect of all projects would not create an overdraft 
condition. 

 

Local Drawdown 

As discussed for the Proposed Action and alternatives, the Broadbent reports (Broadbent 2002; 
Broadbent 2009) document that local drawdown effects are known to occur in all of the wells in 
the l ocal ar ea.  A s s hown i n t he annual  report for the Primm Valley Golf Course ( Broadbent 
2012), although the water level in each of the Colosseum wells is more than 11 feet above the 
tentative County significance criteria, long-term declines in these wells have already ranged 
from 4 to 5 f eet.  S imilar dec lines would be ex pected in t he Primm wells.  I nclusion of  water 
withdrawal f rom operations of  the P roposed A ction ( the onl y r easonably f oreseeable f uture 
project) would r esult i n an addi tional dr awdown ranging of a maximum of  3.18 f eet at  W P-5, 
3.10 feet at W P-6, 0. 74 f eet at  I vanpah S EGS, 1. 00 f eet at  C olosseum 1,  and 0. 63 f eet at  
Colosseum 2 (West Yost 2012b). 



DESERT STATELINE SOLAR FARM PROJECT 
4.19 WATER RESOURCES 

 

NOVEMBER 2012 4.19-78 DRAFT EIS/EIR 
 

Cumulative local drawdown effects would be ex pected as a r esult of  the existing projects, and 
the Proposed Action w ould c ontribute, i ncrementally, t o t hat ef fect. However, the c umulative 
effect of the withdrawal from all wells would not exceed the County significance criteria, and the 
impact w ould t herefore be l ess t han s ignificant. G iven t he v ery l ow pr oduction r ate of  t he 
Stateline w ell ( 20 ac-ft/yr) c ompared t o t he c ombined r ates f rom t he P rimm, PVGC, and 
Ivanpah SEGS wells (up to 2,760 ac-ft/yr), the contribution of operations of the Proposed Action 
to the total drawdown is minimal. 

The Applicant has developed a G roundwater M onitoring and R eporting P lan ( West Y ost 
2012b), which would monitor the impact, establish significance criteria for evaluating impacts, 
and propose response actions to be implemented should the significance criteria be exceeded.   
Implementation of the plan would be required as part of mitigation measure MM-Water-3.  The 
following mitigation measures would help to ensure that basin overdraft and offsite drawdown of 
more than 5 f eet do not occur.  Mitigation measure MM-Water-2 would require the Applicant to 
develop a Water Supply Contingency Plan that would be implemented if their proposed water 
withdrawal were f ound t o be c ausing unacceptable adverse impacts.  Measures MM-Water-4 
and M M-Water-5 would seek to ensure that the development on the surface uses pervious 
groundcover and is otherwise designed to maximize groundwater infiltration.  Measure MM-
Water-6 would require employee training on w ater conservation in order to reduce the volume 
of water use by the project.  Similar measures are currently required for the Primm, PVGC, and 
Ivanpah SEGS wells. 

 

Surface Water Quality – Hazardous Materials Releases 

The potential for the other existing and f uture projects in the area to create cumulative surface 
water quality impacts through the release of hazardous materials or fuels would be the same 
regardless o f the construction, operations, or decommissioning phase of the Stateline facility.  
This potential for cumulative impacts from all other projects was evaluated in the discussion of 
construction above, and was found to be minimal. 

The pot ential f or t he Proposed A ction t o c ontribute t o s uch i mpacts w ould be l ower under  
project oper ations t han under  pr oject c onstruction.  In g eneral, t he v olumes of  f uels and 
hazardous m aterials t o be us ed ons ite dur ing operations would be lower than during 
construction.  I n addition, t here would be m any f ewer em ployees, vehicles, and v ehicle trips, 
and therefore a lower risk of a release associated with these.  Operations would include storage 
of 72,000 gallons of  mineral oi l in t ransformers, but this would be managed as required in the 
SPCC Plan. 

For t he P roposed A ction, t he A pplicant has  dev eloped an Emergency R esponse and 
Hazardous Materials Management Plan (First Solar 2012b), as required by mitigation measure 
MM-PH&S-2, w hich i ncludes identification of  al l haz ardous m aterials t hat w ould be used, 
stored, or  t ransported at  t he s ite; es tablishes inspection procedures, storage requirements, 
storage quantity limits, inventory control, non-hazardous product substitutes, and disposition of 
excess m aterials; and r equirements f or no tices t o f ederal and l ocal emergency response 
authorities.  S econdary containment would be pr ovided for all on-site hazardous materials and 
waste storage, i ncluding f uel.  I n par ticular, f uel s torage ( for c onstruction v ehicles and 
equipment) would be a t emporary activity occurring onl y f or as  l ong as  i s needed t o support 
construction ac tivities.  I n addi tion, t he A pplicant w ould s ite al l f ueling, haz ardous materials 
storage areas, and operation and maintenance activities involving hazardous materials at least 
100 feet away from blue-line drainages as identified on USGS topography maps and wetlands.  
Similar protective m easures, t raining, and r eporting w ould be r equired as  par t of  m itigation 
measure MM-Water-10. 
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With s imilar r egulatory r equirements and mitigation m easures, none of  t he ex isting or  f uture 
projects are expected to create cumulative surface water quality impacts.  With compliance with 
regulatory requirements and implementation of mitigation measures MM-PH&S-2, MM-Water-8, 
and M M-Water-10, operation of  the Proposed Action would not c ontribute t o any  c umulative 
impacts. 

 

Groundwater Quality – Hazardous Materials Releases 

As discussed for construction, groundwater quality impacts associated with releases of fuels or 
hazardous materials have been documented to have occurred in the IVGB.  The potential for 
the other existing and f uture projects in the area to result in additional releases, and t o add t o 
these c umulative g roundwater q uality i mpacts, would be the same r egardless of  t he 
construction, operations, or decommissioning phase of  the Stateline facility.  T his potential for 
future r eleases, and t herefore addi tional c umulative impacts, from al l ot her pr ojects w as 
evaluated in the discussion of construction above, and was found to be minimal. 

The pot ential for the Proposed Action to contribute to existing or future cumulative impacts 
would be lower under project operations than under project construction.  In general, the 
volumes of fuels and hazardous materials to be us ed onsite during operations would be l ower 
than during construction.  In addition, t here would be many fewer employees, vehicles, and 
vehicle trips, and t herefore a lower r isk of a release associated with these.  O perations would 
include storage of 72,000 gallons of mineral oil in transformers, but this would be managed as 
required in the SPCC Plan. 

For t he P roposed A ction, t he A pplicant has  dev eloped an Emergency R esponse and 
Hazardous Materials Management Plan (First Solar 2012b), as required by mitigation measure 
MM-PH&S-2, w hich i ncludes identification of  al l haz ardous m aterials t hat w ould be used, 
stored, or  t ransported at  t he s ite; es tablishes inspection procedures, storage requirements, 
storage quantity limits, inventory control, non-hazardous product substitutes, and disposition of 
excess m aterials; and r equirements f or not ices t o f ederal and l ocal emergency response 
authorities.  S econdary containment would be pr ovided for all on-site hazardous materials and 
waste storage, including fuel.  In addition, the Applicant would site all fueling, hazardous 
materials storage areas, and oper ation and m aintenance ac tivities i nvolving haz ardous 
materials at  l east 100 f eet aw ay f rom blue-line dr ainages as  i dentified on USGS topography 
maps and wetlands.  Similar protective measures, training, and reporting would be required as 
part of mitigation measure MM-Water-10. 

With similar regulatory requirements and m itigation m easures, none of  t he ex isting or  f uture 
projects are expected to create cumulative groundwater quality impacts.  With compliance with 
regulatory requirements and implementation of mitigation measures MM-PH&S-2, MM-Water-8, 
and M M-Water-10, operation of  the P roposed A ction w ould not  contribute to any cumulative 
impacts. 

 

Groundwater Quality – Mobilization of Poor Quality Groundwater 

As discussed above for construction, cumulative impacts associated with mobilization of 
existing poor q uality g roundwater has  been doc umented i n t he ar ea of  t he P roposed A ction.  
The addi tion of  t he I vanpah SEGS well and t he pr oposed S tateline well i n t he same general 
area c ould pot entially add t o t his ef fect.  H owever, given t he very l ow pr oduction r ate of  the 
Stateline w ell ( 20 ac-ft/yr) c ompared t o t he c ombined r ates f rom t he P rimm, PVGC, and 
Ivanpah SEGS wells (up to 2,760 ac-ft/yr), the contribution of operations of the Proposed Action 
to the impact is minimal. 
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The Applicant has developed a G roundwater M onitoring and R eporting P lan ( West Y ost 
2012b), which would monitor the impact, establish significance criteria for evaluating impacts, 
and propose response actions to be implemented should the significance criteria be exceeded.   
Implementation of the plan would be required as part of mitigation measure MM-Water-3.  The 
following mitigation measures would help to ensure that migration of  poor quality groundwater 
does not  oc cur.  M itigation m easure M M-Water-2 would require the A pplicant t o dev elop a 
Water Supply Contingency Plan that would be i mplemented if their proposed water withdrawal 
were found to be causing unacceptable adverse impacts.  Measure MM-Water-6 would require 
employee t raining on w ater c onservation i n or der t o r educe t he v olume of  w ater us e by  the 
project.  Similar measures are currently required for the Primm, PVGC, and I vanpah S EGS 
wells. Mitigation Measure MM-Water-11 would require that the Applicant obtain drinking water 
from offsite sources if the analytical results from the onsite wells indicate that the water does 
not meet EPA’s drinking water standard.   

Although a cumulative impact could oc cur, and t he P roposed A ction c ould c ontribute t o t hat 
impact, implementation of the Groundwater Monitoring and Reporting Plan, mitigation 
measures, and similar measures required for the other projects would ensure that groundwater 
quality and uses are not impacted.  A ny contribution of  the Proposed Action to the cumulative 
impact is expected to be t emporary, and would be r educed quickly once construction-pumping 
rates are reduced. 

 

Decommissioning 
Basin-wide Overdraft 

The analysis presented in Table 4.19-1 acts as a summary of basin-wide overdraft with respect 
to all past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, including inclusion of the 
construction, oper ations, and dec ommissioning phases of  t he S tateline pr oject.  As shown in 
this table, the total water balance in the basin associated with all of these projects would remain 
positive, in the range of 530 to 1,845 ac-ft/yr.  That analysis included an assumption of an 
extraction rate of 1,045 ac-ft/yr for the Stateline facility, which is the highest rate that would be 
anticipated during construction.  During decommissioning, the rate could rise again to 1,045 ac-
ft/yr, but for a much shorter duration than construction.  Therefore, the available water balance 
during decommissioning would be in the range of  1,586 to 2,901 ac -ft/yr, and the cumulative 
effect of all projects would not create an overdraft condition. 

 

Local Drawdown 

As discussed for the Proposed Action and alternatives, the Broadbent reports (Broadbent 2002; 
Broadbent 2009) document that local drawdown effects are known to occur in all of the wells in 
the local area.  As shown in the annual r eport f or t he P rimm Valley G olf Course ( Broadbent 
2012), although the water level in each of the Colosseum wells is more than 11 feet above the 
tentative County significance criteria, long-term declines in these wells have already ranged 
from 4 to 5 f eet.  S imilar dec lines would be ex pected in t he Primm wells.  I nclusion of  water 
withdrawal f rom decommissioning of the P roposed A ction ( the onl y r easonably f oreseeable 
future pr oject) w ould result in an addi tional dr awdown ranging of  a m aximum of  3. 18 f eet at  
WP-5, 3.10 feet at WP-6, 0.74 feet at Ivanpah SEGS, 1.00 feet at Colosseum 1, and 0.63 feet 
at Colosseum 2 (West Yost 2012b). 

Cumulative local drawdown effects would be ex pected as a r esult of  the existing projects, and 
the P roposed Action would contribute, i ncrementally, t o t hat ef fect.  However, t he cumulative 
effect of the withdrawal from all wells would not exceed the County significance criteria, and the 
impact would therefore be less than significant. 
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The Applicant has developed a G roundwater M onitoring and R eporting P lan ( West Y ost 
2012b), which would monitor the impact, establish significance criteria for evaluating impacts, 
and propose response actions to be implemented should the significance criteria be exceeded.   
Implementation of the plan would be required as part of mitigation measure MM-Water-3.  The 
following mitigation measures would help to ensure that basin overdraft and offsite drawdown of 
more than 5 f eet do not occur.  Mitigation measure MM-Water-2 would require the Applicant to 
develop a Water Supply Contingency Plan that would be implemented if their proposed water 
withdrawal were f ound t o be c ausing unacceptable adverse impacts.  Measures MM-Water-4 
and M M-Water-5 w ould s eek to ensure that the development on the surface uses pervious 
groundcover and is otherwise designed to maximize groundwater infiltration.  Measure MM-
Water-6 would require employee training on w ater conservation in order to reduce the volume 
of water use by the project.  Similar measures are currently required for the Primm, PVGC, and 
Ivanpah SEGS wells. 

 

Surface Water Quality – Hazardous Materials Releases 

The potential for the other existing and f uture projects in the area to create cumulative surface 
water quality impacts through the release of hazardous materials or fuels would be the same 
regardless of the construction, operations, or decommissioning phase of the Stateline facility.  
This potential for cumulative impacts from all other projects was evaluated in the discussion of 
construction above, and was found to be minimal. 

The potential for the P roposed A ction t o c ontribute t o s uch i mpacts w ould be l ower under  
project decommissioning than under project construction or operation.  In general, the volumes 
of fuels and hazardous materials to be us ed ons ite dur ing dec ommissioning w ould be l ower 
than dur ing construction.  Also, decommissioning would include removal of  72,000 gallons of  
mineral oil contained in transformers. 

For t he P roposed A ction, t he A pplicant has  dev eloped an Emergency R esponse and 
Hazardous Materials Management Plan (First Solar 2012b), as required by mitigation measure 
MM-PH&S-2, w hich i ncludes identification of  al l haz ardous m aterials t hat w ould be used, 
stored, or  t ransported at  t he site; establishes i nspection pr ocedures, s torage r equirements, 
storage quantity limits, inventory control, non-hazardous product substitutes, and disposition of 
excess m aterials; and r equirements f or not ices t o f ederal and l ocal emergency response 
authorities.  S econdary containment would be pr ovided for all on-site hazardous materials and 
waste storage, i ncluding f uel.  I n par ticular, f uel s torage ( for c onstruction v ehicles and 
equipment) would be a temporary activity occurring onl y f or as  l ong as  i s needed t o support 
construction ac tivities.  I n addi tion, t he A pplicant w ould s ite al l f ueling, haz ardous materials 
storage areas, and operation and maintenance activities involving hazardous materials at least 
100 feet away from blue-line drainages as identified on USGS topography maps and wetlands.  
Similar protective m easures, t raining, and r eporting w ould be r equired as  par t of  m itigation 
measure MM-Water-10. 

With similar regulatory requirements and m itigation m easures, none of  t he ex isting or  f uture 
projects are expected to create cumulative surface water quality impacts.  With compliance with 
regulatory requirements and implementation of mitigation measures MM-PH&S-2, MM-Water-8, 
and M M-Water-10, decommissioning of the Proposed A ction w ould not  c ontribute to any  
cumulative impacts. 

 

Groundwater Quality – Hazardous Materials Releases 

As discussed for construction, groundwater quality impacts associated with releases of fuels or 
hazardous materials have been documented to have occurred in the IVGB.  The potential for 
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the other existing and f uture projects in the area to result in additional releases, and to add to 
these c umulative g roundwater q uality i mpacts, w ould be t he s ame regardless of the 
construction, operations, or decommissioning phase of the Stateline facility.  This potential for 
future r eleases, and t herefore addi tional c umulative impacts, from all other projects was 
evaluated in the discussion of construction above, and was found to be minimal. 

The pot ential f or t he P roposed A ction t o c ontribute to existing or future cumulative impacts 
would be lower under project decommissioning than under project construction or operation.  In 
general, t he v olumes of  f uels and haz ardous m aterials t o be used onsite during 
decommissioning w ould be l ower than during construction.  A lso, dec ommissioning w ould 
include removal of 72,000 gallons of mineral oil contained in transformers. 

For t he P roposed A ction, t he A pplicant has  dev eloped an Emergency R esponse and 
Hazardous Materials Management Plan (First Solar 2012b), as required by mitigation measure 
MM-PH&S-2, w hich i ncludes identification of  al l haz ardous m aterials t hat w ould be used, 
stored, or  t ransported at  t he s ite; es tablishes inspection procedures, storage requirements, 
storage quantity limits, inventory control, non-hazardous product substitutes, and disposition of 
excess m aterials; and r equirements f or not ices t o f ederal and l ocal emergency response 
authorities.  S econdary containment would be pr ovided for all on-site hazardous materials and 
waste storage, including fuel.  In addition, the Applicant would site all fueling, hazardous 
materials storage areas, and oper ation and m aintenance ac tivities i nvolving haz ardous 
materials at  l east 100 f eet aw ay f rom blue-line dr ainages as  i dentified on USGS topography 
maps and wetlands.  Similar protective measures, training, and reporting would be required as 
part of mitigation measure MM-Water-10. 

With similar regulatory requirements and m itigation m easures, none of  t he ex isting or  f uture 
projects are expected to create cumulative groundwater quality impacts.  W ith compliance with 
regulatory requirements and implementation of mitigation measures MM-PH&S-2, MM-Water-8, 
and M M-Water-10, decommissioning of the Proposed A ction w ould not  c ontribute t o any  
cumulative impacts. 

 

Groundwater Quality – Mobilization of Poor Quality Groundwater 

As discussed above for construction, cumulative impacts associated with mobilization of 
existing poor q uality g roundwater has  been doc umented i n t he ar ea of  t he P roposed A ction.  
The addi tion of  the I vanpah SEGS well and t he pr oposed S tateline well i n t he same general 
area could potentially add to this effect.  However, given the low production rate and s hort 
duration of use of the Stateline well compared to the combined rates from the Primm, PVGC, 
and Ivanpah SEGS w ells ( up t o 2, 760 ac -ft/yr), t he c ontribution of  dec ommissioning of  t he 
Proposed Action to the impact is minimal. 

The Applicant has developed a G roundwater M onitoring and R eporting P lan ( West Y ost 
2012b), which would monitor the impact, establish significance criteria for evaluating impacts, 
and propose response actions to be implemented should the significance criteria be exceeded.   
Implementation of the plan would be required as part of mitigation measure MM-Water-3.  The 
following mitigation measures would help to ensure that migration of poor quality groundwater 
does not  oc cur.  M itigation m easure M M-Water-2 would require the A pplicant t o dev elop a 
Water Supply Contingency Plan that would be i mplemented if their proposed water withdrawal 
were found to be causing unacceptable adverse impacts.  Measure MM-Water-6 would require 
employee t raining on w ater c onservation i n or der t o r educe t he v olume of  w ater us e by  the 
project.  Similar measures are currently required for the Primm, PVGC, a nd I vanpah S EGS 
wells. Mitigation Measure MM-Water-11 would require that the Applicant obtain drinking water 
from offsite sources if the analytical results from the onsite wells indicate that the water does 
not meet EPA’s drinking water standard.   
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Although a cumulative impact could oc cur, and t he P roposed A ction c ould c ontribute t o t hat 
impact, implementation of the Groundwater Monitoring and Reporting Plan, mitigation 
measures, and similar measures required for the other projects would ensure that groundwater 
quality and uses are not impacted.  A ny contribution of  the Proposed Action to the cumulative 
impact is expected to be t emporary, and would be r educed quickly once construction-pumping 
rates are reduced. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The action of  modifying the boundary of  the Ivanpah DWMA would not require construction of  
any structures, use of water resources, or use of hazardous materials that could impact water 
quality.  There would be no i mpacts t o water r esources associated with t he m odified D WMA 
boundary, and therefore this action would not contribute to cumulative impacts. 

 

4.19.10.5 CEQA Significance Determinations 

WR-1 
Surface Water Quality – Hazardous Materials Releases 

With respect to potential releases of hazardous materials or fuels, all projects in t he Valley 
would use these items in some quantity.  Therefore, cumulative surface water quality impacts 
from hazardous materials usage could potentially occur.  However, no such impacts have been 
identified to be currently occurring. 

Each of  t he ex isting and future projects, including the proposed Stateline project, would be 
subject to regulatory requirements (such as SPCC Plans) and mitigation measures.  Therefore, 
no adverse cumulative effects would be expected.  With c ompliance with r egulatory 
requirements and implementation of  mitigation measures MM-PH&S-2, MM-Water-8, and M M-
Water-10, c onstruction, oper ation, and decommissioning of the Stateline facility would not 
contribute any impacts that would be cumulatively considerable. 

 

Surface Water Quality – Sedimentation and Erosion Characteristics 

With respect to potential cumulative surface water quality impacts associated with modification 
of sedimentation and erosion characteristics, the construction, operation, and decommissioning 
of t he pr oposed S tateline f acility i n t he same dr ainage subbasins as t he Kern R iver pipeline, 
transmission l ines, EITP, D esert X press, and I vanpah S EGS could pot entially r esult i n 
cumulative surface water quality impacts.  However, no such impacts have been identified to be 
currently occurring. 

Each of the existing and future projects, including the proposed Stateline project, would be 
subject to regulatory requirements (such as Construction SWPPPs) and mitigation measures.  
Therefore, no adverse cumulative effects would be expected.  W ith compliance with regulatory 
requirements and implementation of  mitigation measures MM-PH&S-2, MM-Water-8, and M M-
Water-10, c onstruction, oper ation, and decommissioning of the Stateline facility would not 
contribute any impacts that would be cumulatively considerable. 

 

Groundwater Quality – Hazardous Materials Releases 

Groundwater quality i mpacts as sociated w ith r eleases of  f uels or  haz ardous m aterials hav e 
been documented to have occurred in the IVGB. Groundwater contamination related to 
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Molycorp waste disposal activities is known to exist at the NIEP (located about 3 m iles east of 
the proposed Stateline facility), the  OIEP (located about 9 miles to the southeast of the facility), 
and the Molycorp Mine and M illsite ( located about 10 miles south of the facility).  T hese areas 
of contamination are each currently under investigation and/or remediation under the oversight 
of t he Lahont an R WQCB.  N one of  t hese ar eas i s k nown t o hav e impacted, or have the 
potential to impact, groundwater uses in the IVGB.  In addition, each area is relatively limited in 
extent w ith r espect t o t he ov erall l ateral ex tent and storage capacity of the basin, and the 
cumulative effect has therefore not resulted in adverse to any groundwater users. 

Additional existing projects which hav e t he pot ential t o contribute t o t his c umulative ef fect 
include t he C alnev pet roleum pr oducts pi peline, t ransport of  haz ardous m aterials and fuels 
along I-15 and the Union Pacific Railroad, storage of fuels at gasoline stations at Primm, and 
use of l imited amounts of  fuels and haz ardous materials at the Primm Valley Golf Course and 
the Ivanpah SEGS, Silver State, and Walter Higgins Bighorn power plants.  None of these 
potential sources are known to have had impacts to groundwater quality.  Future projects which 
could contribute to this cumulative groundwater quality effect are the same as those that could 
affect s urface w ater: E ITP, D esert X press, JPOE, M ountain P ass Lat eral, M olycorp P hoenix 
Project, Silver State Phase 2,  S outhern N evada S upplemental A irport, and t he C alnev 
Expansion Project. 

Each of the existing and future projects, including the proposed Stateline project, would be 
subject to regulatory requirements (such as SPCC Plans) and mitigation measures.  Therefore, 
no addi tional c ontributions t o t he ex isting c umulative ef fects w ould be ex pected.  With 
compliance w ith r egulatory r equirements and i mplementation of  m itigation m easures MM-
PH&S-2, MM-Water-8, and MM-Water-10, construction, operation, and decommissioning of the 
Stateline facility would not contribute any impacts that would be cumulatively considerable. 

 

Groundwater Quality – Mobilization of Poor Quality Groundwater 

Cumulative impacts associated with mobilization of existing poor quality groundwater have been 
documented i n t he ar ea of  t he P roposed A ction.  B roadbent ( 2002) reports that TDS 
concentrations in the PVGC wells increased immediately af ter t he wells were f irst pumped in 
1995.  By 1998, the golf course had procured the Colosseum wells to provide better water 
quality, and had s ubstantially r educed pum ping f rom t he P VGC w ells.  A  s imilar trend was 
noted i n t he P rimm wells W P-5 and W P-6.  T he addi tion of  t he I vanpah SEGS well and t he 
proposed Stateline well in the same general area could potentially add to this effect. 

The Applicant has developed a G roundwater M onitoring and R eporting P lan ( West Y ost 
2012b), which would monitor the impact, establish significance criteria for evaluating impacts, 
and propose response actions to be implemented should the significance criteria be exceeded.   
Implementation of the plan would be required as part of mitigation measure MM-Water-3.  The 
following mitigation measures would help to ensure that migration of  poor quality groundwater 
does not  oc cur.  M itigation m easure M M-Water-2 w ould r equire the A pplicant t o dev elop a 
Water Supply Contingency Plan that would be i mplemented if their proposed water withdrawal 
were found to be causing unacceptable adverse impacts.  Measure MM-Water-6 would require 
employee t raining on w ater c onservation i n or der t o r educe t he v olume of  w ater us e by  the 
project.  Similar measures are currently required for the Primm, PVGC, and I vanpah S EGS 
wells. Mitigation Measure MM-Water-11 would require that the Applicant obtain drinking water 
from offsite sources if the analytical results from the onsite wells indicate that the water does 
not meet EPA’s drinking water standard. 

Although a c umulative effect has  occurred, and t he Stateline pr oject could c ontribute t o that 
impact, implementation of the Groundwater Monitoring and Reporting Plan, mitigation 
measures, and similar measures required for the other projects would ensure that groundwater 
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uses ar e not  i mpacted.  A ny c ontribution of  t he Stateline pr oject to t he c umulative i mpact i s 
expected to be temporary, and would be r educed quickly once construction-pumping rates are 
reduced.  The additional incremental impact from the proposed Stateline project would not be 
cumulatively considerable. 

 

WR-2 
As di scussed f or di rect and i ndirect i mpacts for construction, the total water balance in the 
basin would remain positive, in the range of 530 to 1,845 ac-ft/yr.  Therefore, there is no current 
cumulative ef fect on g roundwater av ailability w ithin t he overall I VGB, and water w ithdrawal 
under the proposed project would not be cumulatively considerable. 

As di scussed f or di rect and i ndirect i mpacts of  t he pr oposed S tateline f acility, t he Broadbent 
reports (Broadbent 2002; Broadbent 2009) document that local drawdown effects are known to 
occur in all of  the wells in the local area.  A s shown in the annual report for the Primm Valley 
Golf Course (Broadbent 2012), although the water level in each of the Colosseum wells is more 
than 11 feet above the tentative County significance criteria, long-term declines in these wells 
have already ranged from 4 to 5 f eet.  S imilar declines would be expected in the Primm wells.  
Inclusion of water withdrawal from the Stateline facility (the only reasonably foreseeable future 
project) would r esult i n an addi tional dr awdown ranging of a maximum of  3.18 f eet a t W P-5, 
3.10 feet at W P-6, 0. 74 f eet at  I vanpah S EGS, 1. 00 f eet at  C olosseum 1,  and 0. 63 f eet at  
Colosseum 2 (West Yost 2012b). 

Therefore, cumulative local drawdown effects have occurred as a result of the existing projects, 
and the Stateline facility would contribute, incrementally, to that effect.  That contribution would 
occur during construction, and would be a temporary effect.  In general, the water withdrawal 
rate of  20 ac -ft/yr during operations i s m inimal c ompared t o r ates of  860 ac -ft/yr f or P rimm, 
1,800 ac -ft/yr f or t he P rimm V alley G olf C ourse, and 100 ac-ft/yr f or I vanpah S EGS. During 
decommissioning, t he r ate c ould r ise ag ain to 1,045 ac-ft/yr, but  f or a m uch shorter dur ation 
than c onstruction.  Application of the pr ovisional s ignificance c riterion t o be us ed t o evaluate 
groundwater level impacts in the Applicant’s Groundwater Monitoring and Reporting Plan, along 
with m itigation m easures, w ould hel p t o ens ure that basin overdraft and offsite drawdown of 
more than 5 f eet do not occur.  Mitigation measure MM-Water-2 would require the Applicant to 
develop a Water Supply Contingency Plan that would be implemented if their proposed water 
withdrawal were f ound t o be c ausing unacceptable adverse impacts.  Measures MM-Water-4 
and M M-Water-5 w ould s eek t o ensure that the development on the surface uses pervious 
groundcover and is otherwise designed to maximize groundwater infiltration.  Measure MM-
Water-6 would require employee training on w ater conservation in order to reduce the volume 
of water use by  the project.  T herefore, t he addi tional dec line provided by the Stateline wells 
would be a minor impact, and would not be cumulatively considerable. 

 

WR-3 
The P roposed A ction and ot her ex isting and f uture pr ojects w ould be l ocated on an active 
alluvial f an s ystem c haracterized by  num erous ephem eral dr ainages that only flow during 
substantial precipitation events.  Impacts associated with development on an alluvial fan system 
can include flash flood damage to unprotected site structures, increased soil erosion onsite and 
in dow ngradient ar eas due t o i ncrease i n s tormwater f low r ates or  c oncentration of  f low, 
increased potential for f lood damage to downgradient structures, and i ncreased sedimentation 
in downgradient areas.  Placement of multiple projects within the same drainage can result in 
cumulative impacts on hydrology. 
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The Applicant has conducted hydrologic modeling to predict stormwater flow conditions, 
designed t he project to i ncorporate pr otective f eatures, and t hen i ncluded t hese pr otective 
features i n additional m odeling t o v erify t hat t hey w ould pr otect bot h t he f acility and t he 
downgradient areas.  T he modeling conducted by the Applicant acts as an anal ysis of existing 
cumulative conditions because i t incorporates assumptions and i nput parameters associated 
with existing projects located upgradient, including the Kern River pipeline, t ransmission lines, 
the Clark Mountain Grazing Allotment, and Ivanpah SEGS.  That analysis indicated that, with 
implementation of the Applicant’s Storm Water Management Plan, compliance with regulatory 
requirements, mitigation measures, and similar requirements for the Ivanpah SEGS project, 
there would be no cumulative impact t o s tormwater f low, er osion, or  s edimentation 
characteristics. 

Future pr ojects w hich c ould af fect s tormwater drainage in the area i nclude E ITP and D esert 
Xpress.  Construction of both of these projects would involve vegetation clearing, site grading, 
and placement of infrastructure within stormwater flow pathways.  Although t he EITP w ould 
have a limited footprint following construction, Desert Xpress would include a new linear feature 
extending across active drainage channels on the alluvial fan upgradient of the proposed 
Stateline facility, and could therefore contribute to cumulative impacts associated with erosion 
and sedimentation characteristics. 

All of these projects would be required to operate in compliance with a Construction SWPPP, 
similar t o t he S tateline pr oject.  I n addi tion, eac h pr oject w ould be subject to mitigation 
measures r equired as  pa rt of  pr oject appr oval.  T he S WPPP and t he m itigation measures 
would be designed to address stormwater so that no increase in stormwater flow, erosion, or 
sedimentation oc curs i n dow ngradient ar eas, and, for D esert Xpress, t hat would include 
stormwater that would eventually enter the Stateline facility from upgradient.  Assuming that the 
future projects do not affect upgradient hydrology, the flow rates presented in Table 4.19.3 
show that, on average, the development of the Stateline facility would increase flow rates in the 
subbasins by a m aximum of about 2 per cent.  B ased on t hese results, the cumulative projects 
would not result in subjecting any areas to increased potential for flood damage, and would not 
modify er osion or  s edimentation r ates in downstream areas.  Therefore, there would be no 
cumulative effect. 

Maintaining these results depends on continued operation of the debris and sediment basins as 
they are designed to operate.  Mitigation measure MM-Water-9 would require the Applicant to 
implement t heir S torm W ater Management P lan ( First S olar 2012k ), which specifies how the 
debris and sediment basins w ould be des igned, i nspected, and m aintained t o ensure their 
continued operation.  BLM has reviewed the design of the basins on the Applicant’s site plans, 
the proposed methods for inspection and m aintenance in the Storm Water Management Plan, 
and the methodologies and input parameters for the hydrologic modeling, and concludes that 
the Stateline facility would not be subjected to increased potential for flood damage, and would 
not modify erosion or sedimentation rates in downstream areas.  Therefore, the contribution of 
the Stateline facility would not be cumulatively considerable. 

 

WR-4 
The c umulative anal ysis of  f lood haz ards i s similar to that for stormwater dr ainage pat terns, 
because the analysis is based on m odification of  s tormwater f low pat terns.  A s di scussed 
above, the modeling conducted by the Applicant f or t he S tateline pr oject al so ac ts as  an 
analysis of f lood haz ards f or ex isting c umulative c onditions bec ause i t i ncorporated 
assumptions and input parameters associated with existing projects located upgradient. 

While the project would deliberately alter the ex isting dr ainage w ithin t he pr oject ar ea, t he 
potential for this modification to cause onsite or offsite flooding was evaluated in the Applicant’s 
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modeling.  S tormwater velocities were modeled to increase by a m aximum of about 2 percent, 
which w ould not  c ause f looding ons ite, or  on any  of fsite ar eas.  With i mplementation of  t he 
Applicant’s S torm W ater M anagement P lan, c ompliance w ith r egulatory r equirements, 
mitigation measures, and similar requirements for the Ivanpah SEGS project, there would be no 
cumulative effect associated with flood hazards, and the contribution of  the Stateline facility 
would not be cumulatively considerable. 

 

WR-5 
No des igned s tormwater dr ainage s ystem c urrently ex ists or  i s pl anned i n t he ar ea of  the 
proposed Stateline facility site.  Therefore, there would be c umulative effect on t he capacity of 
stormwater drainage systems. 

 

WR-8 
The Stateline facility and other cumulative projects would be located in FEMA Zone D, which is 
classified as an area where flood hazards have not been mapped (FEMA 2008).   A lthough the 
site has not been designated as being within a 100-year floodplain, stormwater flow is known to 
occur in channels within the project area on a r egular basis.  T herefore, structures placed into 
these channels could potentially be subjected to flood damage, or could redirect flow to other 
areas.  To evaluate the potential for flood damage, the hydrologic study and modeling 
completed by the Applicant (Taney Engineering 2011a) included calculation of the potential for 
scour to destabilize structures constructed on the site. 

As discussed above, the modeling conducted by the Applicant for the Stateline facility also acts 
as an analysis of flood haz ards f or ex isting c umulative c onditions bec ause i t i ncorporated 
assumptions and i nput par ameters associated w ith ex isting pr ojects l ocated upgradient.  The 
analysis indicated that, with implementation of the Applicant’s Storm Water Management Plan, 
compliance with regulatory requirements, mitigation measures, and similar requirements for the 
Ivanpah SEGS project, there w ould be no cumulative effects associated w ith f lood haz ards.  
Any di version of  s tormwater f low by  s ite s tructures would be l imited i n extent.  Diverted flow 
would likely be re-directed for a few feet around any site structures, and would be unlikely to 
leave t he pr oject ar ea.  I f di verted f low di d l eave t he pr oject area, there ar e no near by 
structures that could be impacted.  Impacts from the Stateline facility would not be cumulatively 
considerable. 

 

WR-10 
Based on the setting of the proposed facility on f lat ground near the Dry Lake bed, and several 
miles from the Clark Mountains, there is no potential for the facility to be impacted by mudflow, 
or to cause mudflow. 

 

4.19.10.6 Alternatives 

Alternative 2: 2,385 Ac Alternative 
As di scussed i n t he cumulative analysis of  t he P roposed A ction, no adv erse i mpacts f rom 
existing projects i n t he c umulative anal ysis ar ea ar e k nown t o have oc curred with respect to 
stormwater drainage patterns, f lood hazards, or surface water quality.  Alternative 2 would not 
combine with any of the existing or future projects to create these impacts. 
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Existing pr ojects i n t he cumulative anal ysis area are k nown t o have caused adverse impacts 
with respect to local groundwater drawdown, groundwater quality through release of hazardous 
materials, and g roundwater q uality t hrough m obilization of  s aline g roundwater.  Activities 
associated with Alternative 2 would not be ex pected to contribute to the areas where releases 
of haz ardous m aterials hav e c aused g roundwater c ontamination.  H owever, Alternative 2 
activities could c ontribute t o g roundwater dr awdown and mobilization of s aline g roundwater 
through g roundwater use dur ing construction.  T he pot ential f or A lternative 2 t o contribute to 
these impacts would be addressed by implementation of the Applicant’s Storm Water 
Management P lan, r egulatory r equirements, and m itigation measures.  Because g roundwater 
use rates and locations under Alternative 2 are approximately the same as those for the 
Proposed Action, the potential contribution to cumulative impacts would be the same for both 
alternatives. 

 

Alternative 3: 2,151 Ac Alternative 
As di scussed i n t he c umulative anal ysis of  t he P roposed A ction, no adverse impacts from 
existing pr ojects i n t he c umulative anal ysis ar ea ar e k nown t o have oc curred with respect to 
stormwater drainage patterns, f lood hazards, or surface water quality.  A lternative 3 would not 
combine with any of the existing or future projects to create these impacts. 

Existing pr ojects i n t he cumulative anal ysis ar ea ar e k nown t o have caused adverse impacts 
with respect to local groundwater drawdown, groundwater quality through release of hazardous 
materials, and g roundwater q uality t hrough m obilization of  s aline g roundwater.  A ctivities 
associated with Alternative 3 would not be ex pected to contribute to the areas where releases 
of haz ardous m aterials ha ve c aused g roundwater c ontamination.  H owever, Alternative 3 
activities could c ontribute t o g roundwater dr awdown and m obilization of  saline groundwater 
through g roundwater use dur ing construction.  T he pot ential f or A lternative 3 to contribute to 
these impacts would be addressed by implementation of the Applicant’s Storm Water 
Management Plan, regulatory requirements, and m itigation measures.  B ecause g roundwater 
use rates and locations under Alternative 3 are approximately the same as those for the 
Proposed Action, the potential contribution to cumulative impacts would be the same for both 
alternatives. 

 

Alternative 4: Reduced Acreage Alternative 
As di scussed i n t he c umulative anal ysis of  t he P roposed A ction, no adverse impacts from 
existing pr ojects i n t he cumulative anal ysis ar ea ar e k nown t o have oc curred with respect to 
stormwater drainage patterns, f lood hazards, or surface water quality.  A lternative 4 would not 
combine with any of the existing or future projects to create these impacts. 

Existing pr ojects i n t he cumulative anal ysis ar ea ar e k nown t o have caused adverse impacts 
with respect to local groundwater drawdown, groundwater quality through release of hazardous 
materials, and g roundwater q uality t hrough m obilization of  s aline g roundwater.  A ctivities 
associated with Alternative 4 w ould not be ex pected to contribute to the areas where releases 
of haz ardous m aterials hav e c aused g roundwater c ontamination.  H owever, Alternative 4 
activities could c ontribute t o g roundwater dr awdown and m obilization of  saline g roundwater 
through g roundwater use dur ing construction.  T he pot ential f or A lternative 4 t o contribute to 
these impacts would be addressed by implementation of the Applicant’s Storm Water 
Management P lan, r egulatory r equirements, and mitigation measures.  B ecause g roundwater 
use locations and the peak groundwater usage rates under Alternative 4 are approximately the 
same as those for the Proposed Action, the potential contribution to cumulative impacts would 
be the same for both alternatives. 



DESERT STATELINE SOLAR FARM PROJECT 
4.19 WATER RESOURCES 

 

NOVEMBER 2012 4.19-89 DRAFT EIS/EIR 
 

Alternative 5: No Action Alternative 
Alternative 5, the No Action Alternative, would not contribute to any adverse cumulative impacts 
to water resources. 

 

Alternative 6: No Project, Exclude Solar Alternative 
By denying the solar energy application and eliminating the site from future solar energy 
development, A lternative 6 would r emove t he pot ential f or f uture s olar projects to potentially 
impact water resources on the site. 

 

Alternative 7: No Project, Approve Solar Alternative 
By denying the solar energy application, Alternative 7 would allow existing land uses to continue 
on the project site as they are today.  Although this alternative would not have the potential to 
impact water resources t hrough i mplementation of  t he P roposed A ction, i t c ould al low l and 
uses, such as renewable energy development, that could impact these resources in the future.  
The cumulative impacts of any future projects to water resources would be evaluated in project-
specific environmental analyses at that time. 

 

4.19.11 Mitigation Measures 

MM-Water-1: Demonstrate compliance with water quality permits. Prior to construction, the 
Applicant shall submit satisfactory evidence to the BLM and San Bernardino County that all of  
the agencies listed below have been contacted and whether or not each agency requires a 
permit as sociated w ith t he Stateline f acility. P ermits m ay i nclude, but  ar e not  l imited t o, well 
construction permits from San Bernardino County, a Streambed Alteration Agreement from the 
CDFG, a Clean Water Act Section 404 permit from the USACE, a Clean Water Act Section 402 
National Pollutant D ischarge E limination S ystem ( NPDES) G eneral P ermit f or s tormwater 
discharges associated with construction activities, including a Stormwater Pollution Prevention 
Plan ( SWPPP) w ith B est Management P ractices ( BMPs) f or s tormwater m anagement, and a 
Clean W ater A ct S ection 401 c ertification f rom t he Lahontan Regional W ater Quality Control 
Board (RWQCB).  

Where a per mit is required, the Applicant shall provide a c opy of all the conditions required by 
that agency to BLM and the County. The BLM and the County, as applicable, shall review these 
conditions for consistency with proposed plans.  During construction, the Environmental Monitor 
shall be aw are of  t hese ot her ag ency c onditions and , if non -compliance is o bserved, s hall 
contact the affected agency. For post-construction measures, the Environmental Monitor shall 
notify t he af fected ag ency should non-compliance be obs erved. T he A pplicant s hall m aintain 
and make available on site at all times an approved copy of all required permits. 

 

MM-Water-2: Develop a W ater S upply C ontingency P lan f or Construction. Prior t o 
construction, the Applicant shall coordinate groundwater withdrawal plans with the Lahontan 
RWQCB. N o g roundwater r esources f rom ov erdrafted basins shall be used to meet project 
needs.  The Applicant shall implement their proposal for two supply wells, a primary supply well 
and a s econdary supply well.  The Water Supply Contingency Plan shall identify the well sites, 
proximity t o ot her ac tive w ells, es timated t otal dept h, w ell s creen dept h, di ameter, es timated 
yield and water quality, and t ime required to have the wells drilled, constructed, developed and 
fully operational (if the wells are to be drilled specifically for the project, as opposed to use of  
existing wells). 
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If the water quality or yield of  the primary supply well is inadequate or becomes inadequate to 
meet t he pr oject r equirements, t he s econdary s upply w ell s hall be us ed i n order to produce 
water of  appr opriate q uality.  Use of  a s econdary s upply well would not  al ter t he q uantity of  
groundwater pumped for project purposes; the purpose of the secondary supply well would be 
to avoid potential impacts associated with withdrawals from the primary supply well.  

The W ater S upply C ontingency P lan s hall specify when the secondary supply well shall be 
used, w hat c onditions w ould t rigger nec essary us e of  t he s econdary supply well, t he per son 
responsible for determining when to utilize the secondary supply well, and how  such use shall 
be reported. The Environmental Monitor shall verify that the secondary supply well is installed 
and is capable of  producing daily yields sufficient to supplement or replace the primary supply 
well in meeting construction water demand, as needed. 

If needed to generate water of sufficient quality, water treatment using a mobile, self-contained 
ion exchange or reverse osmosis uni t w ill be i mplemented.  W ater use volumes evaluated in 
this doc ument appl y t o g roundwater w ithdrawal r ates, not  ac tual final water use rates.  
Therefore, withdrawal of higher water volumes to al low t reatment t o g enerate t hese volumes 
shall not be permitted.  Wastestreams from the treatment units shall be disposed of offsite in 
accordance with f ederal, s tate, and l ocal r egulations.  W astes s hall not  be di sposed i n t he 
Primm wastewater infiltration ponds, or in any other location that returns the waste material to 
groundwater within the Ivanpah Valley Groundwater Basin. 

 

MM-Water-3: Prepare G roundwater M onitoring and R eporting P lan. The A pplicant s hall 
amend a nd implement their Groundwater M onitoring and R eporting P lan (West Y ost 201 2b) 
prior to the onset of construction.  The Applicant shall pr opose a w ater q uality s tandard, or  
methodology f or dev eloping a s tandard, t o be us ed as  an i ndicator of potential adverse 
groundwater quality impacts.  This standard shall include the baseline numerical total dissolved 
solids concentration and/or electrical conductivity value from which deviation will be measured, 
as well as which wells will be used for such measurements.  This standard shall be proposed to 
the County and BLM for review and approval. 

The Groundwater Monitoring and R eporting P lan s hall pr ovide det ailed m ethodology f or 
monitoring background and site groundwater levels, water quality, and f low. Monitoring shall be 
performed dur ing pr e-construction, c onstruction, and pr oject oper ation w ith t he i ntent t o 
establish pr e-construction and pr oject-related groundwater level and water q uality t rends t hat 
can be quantitatively compared against observed and simulated trends near the project 
pumping wells and near pot entially impacted existing private wells. Water quality m onitoring 
shall include annual sampling and testing for TDS, chloride, sodium, calcium, arsenic, and other 
anions and metals that could be mobilized from depth or from Ivanpah Dry Lake. Water quality 
samples shall be drawn from both project supply wells and the three monitoring wells.  

During construction, quarterly water level and water quality monitoring data reports shall be 
submitted to the BLM and the County for review and approval. Reports shall include the 
pumping r ates f or bot h pr oject wells.  Based on t he r esults of  the quarterly water level trend 
analyses, the Applicant shall determine if the project pumping has resulted, or will likely result if 
pumping continues, in water level decline of five feet or more below the projected baseline trend 
at near by pr ivate w ells. I f dr awdown of  f ive f eet or  m ore oc curs at  of f-site w ells, and t his 
drawdown can be at  least partially attributable to the Applicant’s wells, then the Applicant shall 
immediately reduce groundwater pumping unt il w ater l evels s tabilize or  r ecover, s ustaining 
drawdown of less than five feet. 

The P lan s hall i nclude a s chedule f or s ubmittal of  q uarterly m onitoring dat a r eports by  the 
Applicant to the BLM and County. The BLM and County shall determine whether groundwater 
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wells surrounding the project site and project supply well(s) are affected by project activities in a 
way that requires additional mitigation and, if so, shall determine what measures are needed. 

 

MM-Water-4: Install pervious and/or high-roughness groundcover where applicable. Prior 
to the onset of construction, the Applicant shall submit a drainage design and hydrologic and 
hydraulic analysis to the BLM for review and approval and to San Bernardino County for review 
and comment. The Applicant shall also implement their Storm Water Management Plan (First 
Solar 2012k ).  In t he des ign pl ans, g roundcover f or t he onsite substation and O &M B uilding  
shall be c omprised of  a per vious and/or high-roughness material (for example, g ravel) t o t he 
maximum extent feasible, in order to ensure maximum percolation of rainfall after construction. 
Debris/sediment basins s hall be i nstalled t o r educe l ocal i ncreases i n r unoff, particularly on 
frequent runoff events (up to 10-year f requency). Downstream drainage discharge points shall 
be pr ovided w ith er osion pr otection and des igned s uch t hat f low hy draulics exiting the site 
mimic the natural condition as much as possible. 

 

MM-Water-5: Design onsite drainage improvements to maximize groundwater recharge. 
Prior t o ons et of  c onstruction, t he A pplicant s hall des ign onsite drainage improvements (and 
include on al l appl icable construction plans) t o include the f ollowing components to maximize 
groundwater basin recharge: drainage from impervious s urfaces ( e.g., r oads, dr iveways, 
buildings) shall be directed to a common drainage basin; the project shall design as few basins 
as possible for the entire development; and where feasible, mass grading and contouring shall 
be done in a way to direct surface runoff towards the above-referenced basins (and/or closed 
depressions). 

 

MM-Water-6: Develop Master D rought W ater M anagement and W ater C onservation 
Education Programs. Prior to the onset of construction, a Master Drought Water Management 
Program shall be prepared by the Applicant and submitted to the BLM for approval. The 
Drought Water Management Program shall provide guidelines on how all future water use will 
be managed during “severe” drought year(s).  

During construction and oper ation, t hese m easures w ould g o i nto ef fect dur ing per iods of  
“severe” dr ought. O nce i t i s det ermined t hat a “severe” drought condition exists, restricted 
(drought) water usage measures shall remain in effect until it is shown satisfactorily to the BLM 
that the “severe” drought condition no longer exists. This plan shall include, but is not limited to 
the following measures:  

• The def inition of  a “ severe” dr ought y ear ( as def ined by  t he N ational O ceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration’s (NOAA) Palmer Drought Severity method or other similarly 
recognized methodology);  

• Identification of general measures available to r educe w ater us age f or f uture 
development (to be refined as needed for each use approved);  

• Identification of specific measures to be applied for landscape watering;  

• Determination of appropriate early t riggers t o det ermine w hen “ severe” dr ought 
conditions exist and process for initiating additional water conservation measures for 
[tract] and future development.  

Along with the Drought Water Management Program and prior to the onset of construction, the 
Applicant s hall dev elop and s ubmit t o t he B LM for approval, a Master W ater C onservation 
Education Program for all future operators and employees for use during drought periods. Such 
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a pr ogram s hall be dev eloped by  an appr opriate ex pert f or eac h ons ite ac tivity us ing water. 
Once t he pr ogram i s dev eloped, t he A pplicant s hall al so i nclude the means by which this 
information w ill be di sseminated t o any  f uture oper ators of  the project. The Drought W ater 
Management Program and Water C onservation E ducation P rogram s hall be i mplemented 
throughout the construction, operation, and decommissioning phases.  

For any year that a “severe drought” state has been recognized, the Applicant shall submit a 
letter to the BLM by November 1 of that year identifying what measures were implemented to 
conserve water and to provide water c onservation educ ation, as  well as  t he effectiveness of  
such measures. 

 

MM-Water-7: Flood and E rosion S tructure Damage Protection. Aboveground project 
features shall not be placed within waterway protection corridors (floodways) defined by city and 
county codes, and shall be l ocated out side of  k nown w atercourses. A boveground pr oject 
features shall be designed and engineered to withstand potential flooding and erosion hazards. 
Although some project features may need t o be placed within 100-year floodplain boundaries, 
or Flood Hazard Areas, they shall be des igned per the County’s Land Development Standards 
including Flood Control Standard Plats and Detention Basin Policy. 

 

MM-Water-8: Construction SWPPP Specifications. A Construction SWPPP shall be 
developed for the Stateline facility. Notices of Intent (NOIs) shall be f iled with the State Water 
Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board.  
A Waste D ischarge I dentification N umber ( WDID) shall be obt ained pr ior t o t he i ssuance of  
construction per mits. T he S WPPP s hall be s tored at  t he c onstruction s ite f or r eference by 
construction personnel and for inspection review. The SWPPP shall include BMPs that would 
be adhered to during construction in order to stabilize graded areas and waterways, and reduce 
erosion and s edimentation. S uch B MPs m ay i nclude but  are not limited to those described 
below.  

• Erosion m inimizing ef forts s uch as  s traw w attles, w ater bar s, covers, silt fences, and 
sensitive area access restrictions (for example, f lagging) that would be installed before 
clearing and grading begins. For protection of desert tortoise and other wildlife, silt fence 
shall only be installed on interior fences located within the exterior desert tortoise fence, 
so that tortoises will not be able to come in contact with the silt fence. 

• Mulching, seeding, or other suitable stabilization measures would be used to protect 
exposed areas during construction activities.  

• During construction activities, measures would be i n place to ensure that contaminants 
are not discharged from the construction sites.  

• Debris and s ediment bas ins would be es tablished, both upg radient and dow ngradient, 
as necessary, to capture silt and other materials, which might otherwise be carried from 
the site by rainwater surface runoff. The basins shall be designed in accordance with the 
County Detention Basin Policy, which includes standards for sizing and ar moring.  T his 
would require armoring on bot h the upgradient and dow ngradient (water release) sides 
of each basin.  

• Straw wattles ( or c omparably ef fective dev ices [ as det ermined by  t he ons ite C ivil 
Engineer, in c onsultation w ith t he E nvironmental M onitor]) s hall be pl aced on t he 
downslope s ides of  t he pr oposed w ork w hich would direct flows into temporary 
sedimentation basins. 
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• Stormwater protection berms positioned in the area of facility structures (substation and 
O&M Building).  

• The SWPPP s hall i nclude a S edimentation and E rosion C ontrol P lan t o m inimize t he 
potential for project sediment to leave the site and result in downstream sedimentation.  

• All erosion control materials shall be biodegradable and natural fiber.  

 

All be BMPs required by the SWPPP shall be checked and maintained regularly and after all 
larger s torm ev ents. A ll r emedial w ork s hall be done i mmediately af ter discovery so 
sedimentation control devices remain in g ood w orking or der dur ing t he ent ire c onstruction 
phase. Proper implementation will be verified by the Environmental Monitor. 

 

MM-Water-9: Storm Water M anagement P lan. The pr oject ow ner shall implement t he 
requirements of  t heir S torm Water Management Plan ( First S olar 2012k ) to operate and 
monitor to effectiveness of their proposed stormwater management system.  

The S torm Water Management Plan s hall be s ubmitted t o bot h t he B LM and the C ounty for 
review and appr oval, and shall i nclude a plan t o m onitor and i nspect periodically, before first 
seasonal and after every storm event: 

• Security and T ortoise Exclusion Fence: Inspect for damage and buildup of sediment or 
debris. 

• Facility s tructures within drainages or  s ubject t o dr ainage ov erflow: I nspect f or t ilting, 
damage, depth of scour compared to depth below ground. 

• Drainage Channels: Inspect for substantial migration or changes in depth, and transport 
of trash, debris, or broken PV module components. 

• Stormwater protection features, including protection berms, culverts, and c ement road 
crossings. 

• Constructed Debris and Sediment Basins: Inspect for scour and structural integrity 
issues caused by erosion, and for sediment and debris buildup. 

• Ivanpah P laya S urface: I nspect f or c hanges i n t he s urface t exture and quality from 
sediment buildup, erosion, or transported debris. 

Short-Term Incident-Based Response: 

• Security and T ortoise Exclusion Fence: Repair dam age, and r emove bui lt-up of  
sediment and debris. 

• Facility s tructures: R emove br oken materials, dam aged s tructure, and w iring from the 
ground, and replace with materials meeting original construction specifications. 

• Drainage Channels: No short-term response necessary unless changes indicate r isk to 
facility structures. 

• Constructed Debris and Sediment Basins: Repair dam age, m aintain er osion c ontrol 
measures and remove built-up sediment and debris. 

• Ivanpah Playa Surface: Remove transported debris, not ify B LM t o dev elop pl an f or 
addressing sedimentation or erosion issues. 
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Long-Term Design-Based Response: 

• Propose operation/BMP modifications t o addr ess ong oing i ssues. I nclude pr oposed 
changes to monitoring and response procedures, frequency, or standards. 

• Propose design modifications to address ongoing issues. This may include construction 
of additional active storm water management diversion channels and/or detention 
ponds. 

• Inspection, short-term i ncident r esponse, and l ong-term des ign-based r esponse m ay 
include activities both i nside and out side of  t he appr oved r ight-of-way. For  ac tivities 
outside of the approved right-of-way, the Applicant will notify BLM and acquire 
environmental review and approval before field activities begin. 

At least sixty (60) days prior to commercial operation, the project owner shall submit to the BLM 
and the County a copy of the Storm Water Management Plan for review and appr oval prior to 
commercial operation. The Applicant shall retain a copy of this plan onsite at the power plant at 
all times. 

 

MM-Water-10: Accidental spi ll cont rol and env ironmental t raining. Prior to the onset of 
construction of  t he Stateline f acility, t he f ollowing s pecifications m ust be p rovided by  t he 
Applicant to the BLM: define ar eas where hazardous m aterials would be s tored, where t rash 
would be pl aced, w here r olling eq uipment w ould be par ked, f ueled and s erviced, and where 
construction materials such as reinforcing bars and s tructural steel members would be s tored. 
The Applicant shall also pr escribe hazardous m aterials handl ing pr ocedures f or r educing t he 
potential for a spill during construction, and shall include an emergency response program to 
ensure quick and safe cleanup of accidental spills. These specifications may be included in the 
project’s SWPPP, or may be included as a separate plan.  

Prior to and during c onstruction, an env ironmental t raining pr ogram s hall be es tablished t o 
communicate environmental concerns and appropriate work practices, including spill prevention 
and response measures, and SWPPP measures, to all field personnel. A monitoring program 
shall be implemented to ensure that the plans are followed during all construction, operations 
and maintenance, and decommissioning activities. 

Storage of fuels and hazardous materials shall be prohibited within 200 feet of surface water 
features and private groundwater supply wells, and within 400 feet of community or municipal 
groundwater supply wells (if it is determined that such wells exist on or in close proximity to the 
project site).  

During construction/ground di sturbing ac tivities and oper ation, al l v ehicles and eq uipment, 
including all hydraulic hoses, shall be maintained in good working order so that they are free of 
any and all leaks that could escape the vehicle or contact the ground, and to ensure that any 
leaks or spills during maintenance or storage can be easily and properly removed.  

Compliance will be verified by the Environmental Monitor and the local SWPPP authority at the 
time of construction. 

 

MM-Water-11: Drinking Water Source.  Upon receipt of initial analytical results f rom the on-
site production well, the Applicant shall make a determination, with concurrence of BLM and the 
County, r egarding w hether w ater q uality m eets EPA’s National Secondary Drinking Water 
Regulation for TDS of 500 mg/L.  I f the analytical results from the initial sample, or from any of 
the subsequent results from periodic monitoring events, indicates that the water does not meet 



DESERT STATELINE SOLAR FARM PROJECT 
4.19 WATER RESOURCES 

 

NOVEMBER 2012 4.19-95 DRAFT EIS/EIR 
 

this standard, the Applicant shall arrange for provision of drinking water from an of fsite source, 
as opposed to the on-site wells. 

 

MM-Water-12: P ortable T oilet U se f or C onstruction.  T he Applicant shall use temporary, 
portable t oilet f acilities t hroughout t he pr oject ar ea ( both of fice ar ea and solar array fields) 
during construction.  A temporary septic tank and leach field system will not be used. 

 

4.19.12 Residual Impacts After Mitigation 
Following i mplementation of mitigation measures provided in Section 4.19.12 and di scussed 
throughout t his s ection, al l adv erse i mpacts t o w ater r esources r esulting from construction, 
operation and m aintenance, or  dec ommissioning of  t he proposed Stateline facility would be 
avoided or substantially reduced to a level below significance.  Mitigation measures MM-Water-
1 t hrough MM-Water-10 have been designed to address project-specific ef fects as  related to 
water resources, and no adverse impacts to water resources would occur as a result of these 
mitigation measures. There would be no adverse unavoidable impacts to water resources. 
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4.20 Wild Horse and Burro 
4.20.1 Methodology for Analysis 
This section evaluates whether t he P roposed A ction and al ternatives would c omply w ith 
applicable l aws and r egulations per taining t o the protection and management of  w ild hor ses 
and burros.  It also evaluates the scope of the potential impacts to wild horses and burros as a 
result of the Proposed Action and alternatives. 

 

4.20.2 CEQA Significance Criteria 
CEQA does not pr ovide s pecific s ignificance c riteria f or i mpacts t o wild hor ses and bur ros.  
Consequently, no C EQA significance determinations have been made for the analysis of wild 
horse and burro impacts below. 

 

4.20.3 Alternative 1: Proposed Action 

4.20.3.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
The proposed solar farm location is included within the Clark Mountain Herd Management Area 
(HMA), which has historically been managed to protect burro populations. No wild horses have 
been documented in the Clark Mountain HMA.  Although burros are still known to be present in 
the area, t he Appropriate M anagement Lev el ( AML) for bur ros i n t his ar ea o f t he H MA w as 
reduced f rom 44 t o 0 t hrough t he NEMO Plan A mendment in December, 2002 ( BLM 2002) .    
The decision to implement the zeroing out of the HMA was implemented by the BLM through 
burro r emoval i n 2007.   Some bur ros s till r emain w ithin t he H MA and the B LM expects to 
remove them in the future pursuant to a separate gather decision. 

The Proposed Action would i nclude t he r emoval of  v egetation and i nstallation of  fencing 
surrounding the entire 2,143 acre project area.  Fencing is expected to keep burros outside of 
the facility location.  This action would make the project area inaccessible for grazing of 
individual burros during construction, oper ations, and dec ommissioning.  Although t his would 
represent a direct, adverse impact on 2,143 acre of land area that is currently used for grazing 
by ex isting bur ro popul ations, t he loss of marginal q uality f orage bas e as sociated w ith t he 
project footprint should not impact burros as other areas within Clark Mountain Allotment 
provide more abundant and better quality forage for burros when in the Clark Mountain HMA.  
In addi tion, b ecause the AML for burros in the HMA i s z ero, and B LM has  been ac tively 
removing burros from the HMA, the impact of the Proposed Action on burros would not  be 
considered to be adverse after the removal of the remaining burros. 

 

Construction 
Although al l bur ros in t he HMA are expected to be eventually removed, the remaining burros 
are still protected by the provisions of the Wild and Free-Roaming Horse and Burro Act of 1971.  
Construction of the proposed facility is expected to involve increased traffic use of the existing 
roads from the Yates Well Road exit on I -15 to the proposed facility location.  Increased traffic 
levels could impact burros by causing vehicle strikes.  Additionally, burros could be injured or 
killed by falling into t renches or  s tormwater m anagement s ystems dur ing c onstruction of  t he 
facility. 

These potential impacts t o r emaining bur ros would be av oided or  r educed t hrough mitigation 
measures developed for the protection of wildlife and other resources.  Project personnel would 
be briefed regarding the potential presence of  bur ros w ithin t he pr oject ar ea, as w ould be 
included in the Worker Environmental Awareness Program specified in mitigation measure MM-
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Wild-3.   Speed limits of 10 mph on unpaved roads and 25 mph on stabilized roads established 
for f ugitive dus t c ontrol dur ing c onstruction and oper ations i n accordance with mitigation 
measures MM-Air-1 and MM-Air-3 are expected to be sufficient to reduce risk of injury or death 
to burros by vehicle strike.  In order to protect burros against other construction-related injury, 
all project construction areas would be fenced to eliminate access by burros to any excavations 
developed during construction. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Because all operations-related activities would occur within the fenced area, impacts to burros 
are not expected.  Operation and maintenance activities would involve traffic use of the existing 
roads from the Yates Well Road exit on I-15 to the proposed facility location.  However, with an 
expected f ull-time em ployment l evel of  s even s taff, t he pot ential f or v ehicle s trikes would be 
low.  These operations workers would also be subject to the environmental awareness training 
and vehicle speed limits associated with construction, which would further reduce the potential 
for adverse impacts.  Additionally, the remaining burros are expected to be removed during the 
operations period for the project.   

 

Decommissioning 
Upon project closure and decommissioning, the land that comprises the project footprint would 
be r ehabilitated t o r eestablish pl ant c ommunities or iginally oc curring on the site before the 
original g rant w as i ssued. Fol lowing t he ac hievement of  t he obj ectives f or r ehabilitation, as  
outlined in the Decommissioning Plan (First Solar 2012d), the ROW grant would then be 
cancelled adding 2,143 acres of reclaimed land back to the land base of Clark Mountain HMA.  

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
Modification of  t he boundar y of  t he ex isting Ivanpah DWMA would not result i n any  adverse 
impacts to burros.  The expansion of the boundaries of the DWMA to encompass an additional 
23,254 acres would remove that area from future development for renewable energy and other 
uses, thus r educing t he pot ential f or development activities that could cause vehicle s trike or  
other impacts to the remaining burros.  Overall, the modification of the DWMA boundary would 
constitute a beneficial impact to the remaining burros. 

 

4.20.3.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
CEQA does not require significance determinations for impacts to wild horses and burros. 

 

4.20.4 Alternative 2: 2,385 Ac Alternative 

4.20.4.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Construction, operations, and decommissioning activities associated with Alternative 2 would be 
slightly greater than those of the Proposed Action due to the slightly increased acreage, and the 
duration of construction-generated traffic may be incrementally longer.  The amount of acreage 
removed from the HMA by fencing would be 2,385 acres, as compared to 2,143 acres in the 
Proposed Action.  A lthough some of this acreage would be i n a di fferent location (south of the 
Primm Valley Golf Course), this separate parcel of acreage is not expected to have any better 
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forage, and therefore would not be m ore or  l ess l ikely t o hav e bur ros t han t he s ite under  
Alternative 1.   

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The modification of the boundary of the Ivanpah DWMA would be the same under Alternative 2 
as Alternative 1.   

 

4.20.4.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
CEQA does not require significance determinations for impacts to wild horses and burros. 

 

4.20.5 Alternative 3: 2,151 Ac Alternative 

4.20.5.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Construction, operations, and decommissioning activities associated with Alternative 3 would be 
the same as those of the Proposed Action.  The amount of acreage removed from the HMA by 
fencing would be 2,151 acres, as compared to 2,143 acres in the Proposed Action.  Overall, the 
types of potential impacts to remaining burros would be the same as those described for the 
Proposed Action. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The modification of the boundary of the Ivanpah DWMA would be the same under Alternative 3 
as Alternative 1.   

 

4.20.5.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
CEQA does not require significance determinations for impacts to wild horses and burros. 

 

4.20.6 Alternative 4: Reduced Acreage Alternative 

4.20.6.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Construction, operations, and decommissioning activities associated with Alternative 4 would be 
reduced as compared to the Proposed Action.  The amount of acreage removed from the HMA 
by fencing would be 1,766 acres, as compared to 2,143 acres in the Proposed Action.  Overall, 
the types of potential impacts to remaining burros would be the same as those described for the 
Proposed Action. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The modification of the boundary of the Ivanpah DWMA would be the same under Alternative 4 
as Alternative 1. 

 

4.20.6.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
CEQA does not require significance determinations for impacts to wild horses and burros. 
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4.20.7 Alternative 5: No Action Alternative 

4.20.7.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under this alternative, the proposed facility would not be appr oved and B LM would not amend 
the CDCA Plan.  As a r esult, no solar energy project would be c onstructed on t he project site, 
and there would be no pot ential impacts to burros through vehicle strikes or displacement from 
the 2, 143 acre fenced ar ea.  BLM w ould c ontinue t o m anage t he s ite c onsistent w ith the 
existing land use designation in the CDCA Plan.  This includes implementation of the AML 
established for burros in this area through the NEMO Plan Amendment. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The boundaries of the existing Ivanpah DWMA would not be modified under Alternative 5 and, 
therefore, the potential beneficial impacts to the remaining burros that would be associated with 
limiting land uses in that area would not occur.  Land uses associated with the Ivanpah DWMA 
would continue as they are today.  This ac tion would not have any ef fect on the remaining 
burros. 

 

4.20.7.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
CEQA does not require significance determinations for impacts to wild horses and burros. 

 

4.20.8 Alternative 6: No Project, Exclude Solar Alternative 

4.20.8.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 6 would include a finding by B LM t hat t he s ite i s not  s uitable f or s olar ener gy 
development, and no project would be approved.  As a result, no solar energy project would be 
constructed on t he pr oject s ite, and t here w ould be no pot ential i mpacts t o burros through 
vehicle strikes or displacement from the 2,143 acre fenced area. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The boundar ies of  t he ex isting I vanpah D WMA w ould not  be m odified under A lternative 6.  
Land uses associated with the Ivanpah DWMA would continue as they are today. This action 
would not have any effect on the remaining burros. 

 

4.20.8.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
CEQA does not require significance determinations for impacts to wild horses and burros. 

 

4.20.9 Alternative 7: No Project, Approve Solar Alternative 

4.20.9.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 7 would include a finding by B LM t hat t he s ite i s not  suitable f or s olar ener gy 
development, and none of the action alternatives would be approved.  The Stateline Solar Farm 
Project would not be constructed on the project site and the project site would remain vacant in 
the near -term.  U nder t his al ternative, the B LM w ould not  appr ove t he pr oposed facility, but 
would amend the CDCA Plan to allow f or ot her s olar pr ojects on t he s ite.  A s a r esult, i t i s 
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possible that another solar energy project could be c onstructed on t he site, and it is likely that 
another solar project would have similar impacts to those of the Proposed Action.   

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The boundar ies of  t he ex isting I vanpah D WMA w ould not  be m odified under A lternative 7.  
Land uses associated with the Ivanpah DWMA would continue as they are today.  This action 
would not have any effect on the remaining burros. 

 

4.20.9.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
CEQA does not require significance determinations for impacts to wild horses and burros. 

 

4.20.10 Cumulative Impacts 

4.20.10.1 Geographic Extent/Context 
The cumulative impact analysis area f or bur ros i s t heir range within the Clark Mountain HMA 
boundary. 

 

4.20.10.2 Existing Cumulative Conditions 
Past and present projects occurring in the vicinity of the proposed facility include recreational 
activities; m ining; s olar development; ut ility c orridors us ed f or t ransmission of  el ectric pow er, 
natural g as, pet roleum pr oducts and c ommunications; t ransportation i nfrastructure ( highway 
and railroad, both existing and proposed); and grazing. 

Regionally, impacts to burros in the CDCA planning area have been occurring for 100 years or 
more.  Authorized and unauthorized vehicle use and maintenance and c onstruction of  ut ility 
rights-of-way can have a slight impact to burros by removal of vegetation utilized for forage, and 
there i s al ways a danger of vehicles colliding with burros. The impact of the proposed and 
probable development projects (mineral production, solar projects, rail lines, and airports) would 
cumulatively remove and isolate potential grazing sites for burros. 

 

4.20.10.3 Reasonably Foreseeable Projects 
Table 4. 1-1 pr ovides a l ist of  c urrent and reasonably foreseeable projects, including other 
proposed or appr oved r enewable ener gy pr ojects, v arious B LM aut horized ac tions/activities, 
proposed or approved projects within the County’s jurisdiction, and ot her actions/activities that 
the agencies c onsider r easonably f oreseeable.  T able 4. 1-2 s ummarizes t he c umulative 
projects that would have the potential to combine with the Proposed Action and result in 
cumulative i mpacts t o r ecreational r esources.  M ost of  t hese pr ojects have either undergone 
independent environmental review pursuant to NEPA and/or CEQA, or will do so prior to 
approval.  E ven i f env ironmental r eview has  not  been completed for the cumulative projects 
described in Table 4.1-2, their effects were considered in the cumulative impacts analysis in the 
draft EIS/EIR. 

Projects currently under construction in the vicinity of  the proposed facility include the Ivanpah 
SEGS s olar f acility ( 3,471 ac res), t he E ITP, Mountain P ass Lat eral n atural g as pipeline, and 
expansion of the Molycorp Minerals, LLC rare earths mine.  Proposed projects in the vicinity of 
the pr oposed f acility t hat w ould hav e pot entially adv erse impacts to wild horses and burros 
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include the I vanpah SEGS solar f acility, t he E lTP, expansion of  Molycorp Mine, the Southern 
Nevada Supplemental Airport, Desert Xpress high speed passenger rail line, Silver State Phase 
2 solar facility, and the Calnev Pipeline Expansion Project. 

 

4.20.10.4 Cumulative Impacts associated with Proposed Action 

Construction 
Although t he AML f or bur ros i n t his ar ea of  t he H MA was reduced from 44 to 0 through the 
NEMO P lan Amendment, burros ar e k nown t o s till ex ist i n t he ar ea, and c ould pot entially be 
impacted by construction, operations and maintenance, and decommissioning of the Proposed 
Action, in combination with other projects in the region.  The Proposed Action, as well as other 
projects, would be f enced, and t herefore removed f rom the C lark Mountain HMA as potential 
range and f orage f or t he r emaining bur ros.  This i mpact w ould oc cur as  t he pr oject ar ea 
becomes fenced during c onstruction, and w ould c ontinue t hrough oper ations and 
decommissioning.  However, because the AML in the area has been reduced to 0,  this would 
not be considered an adverse cumulative impact to the HMA. 

Construction of the Proposed Action would contribute, along with other projects, to the amount 
of traffic occurring on Yates Well R oad and ot her open r outes i n t he ar ea.  T he i ncrease i n 
traffic could increase the r isk of  vehicle s trike impacts to remaining burros.  The potential for 
this impact would be reduced through mitigation measures t hat r equire w orker aw areness 
training and s peed l imits on t he r oads.  S imilar m easures w ould l ikely be appl ied t o ot her 
projects in the area, so there would be no cumulative impact to the remaining burros. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
It i s expected that al l of  t he cumulative projects described above would be operational at the 
same time as t he P roposed Action.  As a result, there may be long-term i mpacts to burros 
during operation of those cumulative projects, resulting from the increase in traffic and 
increased potential for vehicle strikes.  However, employment levels associated with operations 
of these cumulative projects would be ex pected to generate very few daily trips on Y ates Well 
Road and t he ot her open r outes of f of  I -15.  T herefore, t he P roposed A ction would not 
contribute t o an adv erse c umulative i mpact t o t he r emaining burros.  Additionally, t hose 
remaining bur ros ar e ex pected t o be r emoved as  t he BLM works to achieve the AML 
established by the NEMO plan amendments for the HMA. 

 

Decommissioning 
The decommissioning of the Proposed Action is expected to result in impacts similar to those 
identified for construction.  However, the Proposed Action’s contribution to cumulative impacts 
to burros during decommissioning would be temporary.  Following decommissioning, the land 
area associated with the Proposed Action would become available for burros, although i t i s 
expected that all burros would have been removed from the HMA by that time. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
Modification of the boundary of the existing Ivanpah DWMA would not contribute to any adverse 
cumulative impacts to burros.  The expansion of the boundaries of the DWMA to encompass an 
additional 23,254 acres would remove that area from future development for renewable energy 
and other uses, thus reducing the potential for development activities that could cause vehicle 
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strike or  ot her i mpacts t o t he r emaining bur ros.  O verall, t he m odification of t he D WMA 
boundary would combine with the establishment of other areas designated for resource 
protection ( such as  W ilderness A reas and t he M ojave National Preserve) to remove these 
areas from potential development, and therefore limit the potential for impacts to the remaining 
burros. 

 

4.20.10.5 CEQA Significance Determinations 
CEQA does not require significance determinations for impacts to wild horses and burros. 

 

4.20.10.6 Alternatives 

Alternative 2: 2,385 Ac Alternative 
The impacts to burros associated with Alternative 2 would be approximately the same as those 
associated with the Proposed A ction.  T herefore, t he c umulative i mpacts as sociated w ith 
Alternative 2 would be the same as those described above for the Proposed Action. 

 

Alternative 3: 2,151 Ac Alternative 
The impacts to burros associated with Alternative 3 would be approximately the same as those 
associated with the Proposed A ction.  T herefore, t he c umulative i mpacts as sociated w ith 
Alternative 3 would be the same as those described above for the Proposed Action. 

 

Alternative 4: Reduced Acreage Alternative 
The impacts to burros associated with Alternative 4 would be approximately the same as those 
associated with the Proposed A ction.  T herefore, t he c umulative i mpacts as sociated w ith 
Alternative 4 would be the same as those described above for the Proposed Action. 

 

Alternative 5: No Action Alternative 
Alternative 5, the No Action Alternative, would not contribute to any of the potentially adverse 
impacts to burros as the action alternatives. There w ould be no potential impacts to burros 
through v ehicle s trikes or  di splacement f rom t he 2, 143 acre fenced ar ea.  However, this 
alternative would also not result in the beneficial impacts to the remaining burros that would be 
associated with the modification of the boundary of the Ivanpah DWMA. 

 

Alternative 6: No Project, Exclude Solar Alternative 
By denying the solar energy application, Alternative 6 would allow existing r ecreational land 
uses t o c ontinue on t he pr oject s ite as  t hey ar e t oday.  T herefore, this alternative would not  
contribute to impacts associated with the removal of the 2,143 acre Proposed Action footprint 
as rangeland and f orage f or bur ros, and w ould not  contribute to increased vehicle t raffic t hat 
could i mpact bur ros.  I n addi tion, by  ex cluding t he proposed f acility ar ea f rom f uture s olar 
development, Alternative 6 would provide a beneficial contribution to the amount of land area 
available for burros. 
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Alternative 7: No Project, Approve Solar Alternative 
By denying the solar energy application, Alternative 7 would allow existing land uses to continue 
on the project site as they are today. Therefore, this alternative would not contribute to impacts 
associated w ith t he r emoval of  the 2,143 acre Proposed A ction f ootprint as  r angeland and 
forage for burros, and would not contribute to increased vehicle traffic that could impact burros.  
Although t his w ould be benef icial i n not  r emoving t he l and ar ea f rom c urrent r ange for the 
remaining burros, it could allow land uses, such as renewable energy development, that could 
impact burros in the future. 

 

4.20.11 Mitigation Measures 
Because the Proposed Action would not be expected to have adverse impacts on wild horses or 
burros, no mitigation measures specific to horses and bur ros have been dev eloped.  P otential 
impacts to r emaining bur ros w ould be av oided or  reduced through mitigation measures 
developed for the protection of wildlife and other resources.  Project personnel would be briefed 
regarding the potential presence of burros within the project area, as would be i ncluded in the 
Worker E nvironmental A wareness P rogram s pecified in mitigation measure MM-Wild-3.   
Speed limits of 10 mph on unpav ed r oads and 25 m ph on s tabilized r oads es tablished f or 
fugitive dust control during construction and operations in accordance with mitigation measures 
MM-Air-1 and MM-Air-3 are expected to be sufficient to reduce risk of injury or death to burros 
by vehicle strike.  In order to protect burros against other construction-related injury, all project 
construction areas would be fenced to eliminate access by burros to any excavations developed 
during construction. 

 

4.20.12 Residual Impacts After Mitigation 
Because B LM has  es tablished t he AML f or bur ros i n t his ar ea of  t he H MA at 0 t hrough t he 
NEMO P lan A mendment, t here w ould be no r esidual i mpacts on bur ros as  a r esult of  the 
Proposed Action or alternatives. 
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4.21 Wildland Fire 
4.21.1 Methodology for Analysis 
The California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) maps and datasets on 
statewide Fire Hazard Severity Zones (FHSZ) and site reconnaissance documenting vegetation 
conditions were all used to determine wildfire risk in the vicinity of the project site.  Published 
literature on f ire behav ior and i ndirect i mpacts on nat ural r esources w as reviewed to assess 
potential indirect impacts. 

The direct effects of  wildland f ires include the loss of life and property. The indirect ef fects on 
natural resources that can result f rom an i ncrease in the frequency and/or severity of  wildfires 
are described here, and are common to all action alternatives. The potential direct and indirect 
impacts r esulting f rom t he c onstruction, operation, m aintenance and dec ommissioning of  t he 
Proposed Action (Alternative 1) are described in Section 4.21.3.1. 

Although f ire c an benef it nat ural ec osystems t hat hav e ev olved w ith oc casional f ire and t hat 
benefit from the stimulation of growth through the reproduction of plants and wildlife habitat, fire 
can also be det rimental to biological and other natural resources, such as air quality and water 
quality.  The f ollowing subsections described some of  t he potential effects occurring to these 
resources as a result of wildland fires. 

 

Biological Resources  
Weedy s pecies hav e been k nown t o invade desert and semi-desert habi tats i n ar eas w here 
fires hav e oc curred i nfrequently bec ause of  s cant f uel s ources.  Because v egetation 
communities c an be c onverted f ollowing f ire, t hese c hanges i n dom inant v egetation 
communities c an dr astically af fect pl ant and ani mal habi tat and c an af fect t he pr evalence of  
special-status s pecies.  When f ires oc cur i n t hese ar eas, v egetation c an c hange, such as  
converting t o non -native g rasses, and bec ome m ore s usceptible t o i gnition. A nimals w ithin 
desert ecosystems are ill-suited to avoid fire and often struggle to use resources and prosper in 
post-fire communities. 

 

Air Quality  
Carbon di oxide, w ater v apor, c arbon monoxide, par ticulate m atter, hy drocarbons, and ot her 
constituent materials are all pr esent i n w ildfire s moke. T he s pecific c omposition of  s moke 
depends l argely on t he f uel t ype, as  vegetation types contain di fferent am ounts of  c ellulose, 
oils, waxes, and starches, which when ignited produce different compounds.  In addition, 
hazardous air pollutants and toxic air contaminants, such as  benzene and f ormaldehyde, are 
also pr esent i n s moke.  However, t he pr incipal pol lutant of  c oncern from wildfire smoke is 
particulate matter.  In general, particulate matter f rom smoke is very small in size and c an be 
inhaled into the deepest recesses of the l ungs, pr esenting a s erious heal th c oncern ( Lipsett 
2008).  

Large quantities of pollutants can be released by wildland fires over a relatively short period of 
time.  Air quality during large fires can become severely hazardous and can remain impaired for 
several days after the fire is ignited. 

 

Water Quality  
Fire c an af fect w ater q uality by  i ncreasing pot ential for erosion and sedimentation i n ar eas 
where vegetation has  been bur ned by f ire.  Water chemistry can also be al tered through the 
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introduction of  pol lutants and c hemical constituents.  Aquatic env ironments m ay al so be 
impacted through the introduction of fire retardant chemicals used during firefighting activities.  

Erosion and Sedimentation. Watersheds s everely bur ned by  w ildfire ar e v ulnerable to 
accelerated rates of soil erosion and can experience large amounts of post-fire sediment 
deposits. I ncreases i n pos t-fire suspended sediments in s treams can result f rom erosion and 
overland f low, c hannel s couring, and c reep ac cumulations i n stream channels after an event 
(United States Department of Agriculture [USDA] 2005).  

Water Chemistry. Ash deposits generated by a fire can affect the pH of water immediately after 
the ev ent, pot entially i ncreasing t o l evels t hat v iolate w ater q uality standards.  In addition, 
increases in the pH of nearby soil can also cause increases in stream flow pH (USDA 2005). 
Dissolved nitrogen levels can increase af ter f ires as a r esult of accelerated mineralization and 
nitrification (dissolved nitrogen is commonly studied as an indicator of fire disturbance), but 
these l evels do not  t ypically ex ceed es tablished w ater q uality standards (USDA 2005). 
Dissolved phosphorous, sulfur, chloride, and t otal dissolved solids levels can increase after a 
fire, but studies have shown that these increases typically do not result in violation of drinking 
water quality standards (USDA 2005).  

Fire Retardant. The use of fire retardants to protect communities, sensitive resources, or other 
assets has proven highly effective, but it can have a direct effect on aquatic environments. The 
use of ammonium-based retardants can affect water quality and, in some instances, they can 
be toxic t o aq uatic bi ota ( USDA 2005) . Nitrogen-containing r etardants c an pot entially af fect 
drinking water quality, and retardants containing sodium ferrocyanide can potentially be lethal 
for aquatic organisms (USDA 2005). 

 

4.21.2 CEQA Significance Criteria 
The indicators listed below were used to determine if the proposed Stateline Solar facility would 
result in significant impacts under CEQA to wildland fire ecology.  These indicators ar e the 
same as the significance criteria for wildland fire listed in the CEQA Environmental Checklist, 
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. The Proposed Action would result in an adverse impact 
on wildland fire ecology if it would:  

Fire-1: Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland 
fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are 
intermixed with wildlands. 

 

4.21.3 Alternative 1: Proposed Action 
The Applicant would implement a Fire Prevention P lan f or construction and oper ations.  T he 
plan would c omply with S an B ernardino C ounty r egulations, and w ould i nclude t he f ollowing 
elements: 

• Design of a r oad network and T raffic Control Plan that would ensure adequate emergency 
vehicle access to the site; 

• Energizing electrical equipment only after final inspection and approval; 

• Monitoring of fire risks during construction and operations to identify and address risks; and 

• Use of non-toxic, mineral oil-based coolant that is non-flammable and biodegradable. 

During c onstruction, water holding basins constructed f or s toring w ater f or dus t s uppression 
would also act as f ire w ater s torage. During oper ations, a 5, 000 g allon abov eground w ater 
storage tank would serve to store water for fire suppression. 
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The Applicant’s Noxious Weed Management Plan (First Solar 2012a) would limit the potential 
for combustible fuels to build up onsite.  The Noxious Weed Management Plan, in combination 
with mitigation measure MM-Veg-4, would m inimize t he pot ential f or w eed c olonization and 
dominance on s ite by  r equiring i mplementation of  a r isk assessment of  t he i nvasive w eed 
species currently known within the study area, procedures to control their spread on site, and 
procedures t o hel p m inimize t he i ntroduction of  new  w eed s pecies. I mplementation of  t his 
mitigation measure would not  completely eliminate the introduction of  nox ious weeds into the 
study area, but it would minimize their introduction and control their spread on the project site. 

 
4.21.3.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
In general, the potential for wildfires on or near the proposed f acility l ocation i s l ow.  As  
discussed in Section 3.21, the proposed site is located within a moderate FHSZ, and there are 
no areas with a high FHSZ in the vicinity of the project site (CAL FIRE 2012).  According to the 
Nevada Community Wildfire Risk/Hazard Assessment Project, the area near Primm, Nevada, is 
classified as a low hazard community w ith r espect t o f ire, i ncluding l ow interface f uel hazard 
condition, low ignition risk, and low community hazard rating (Resource Concepts, Inc. 2005).  
In addition, the Proposed Action would require clearing of vegetation, grading, and maintaining 
the s ite devoid of vegetation t hroughout t he oper ational per iod, t hus l imiting t he pot ential f or 
combustible material onsite. 

 

Construction 
Construction ac tivities would involve the use of  v ehicles and heav y m achinery, w hich c ould 
potentially result i n t he i gnition of  a wildfire.  Wildfire i gnition c ould al so oc cur as  a r esult of  
personnel smoking onsite.  During construction, heavy equipment and passenger vehicles 
would drive on vegetated areas prior to clearing and grading, and could increase the risk of fire 
through contact between heated mufflers and vegetation.  Although the characteristics of  t he 
site pr esent onl y a m oderate f ire haz ard, dur ing ex treme w eather c onditions a g rass fire 
originating at  the site could spread across the alluvial fan out of  control and pos e a r isk to l ife 
and property.  

Even though potential ignition sources such as heavy equipment would be used during 
construction, the probability of a wildfire to occur as a result of project construction would be low 
due t o t he lack of  f uel.  O ne of  t he f irst ac tivities t o occur as part of construction would be 
removal of vegetation and site grading, so any potential fuel material would be removed during 
the initial stages of construction. 

If the introduction of invasive, non-native plants is not controlled during construction, over time 
the project site could become dominated with non-native plants that tend to increase the 
frequency and s everity of  w ildfires.  The A pplicant would i mplement an I ntegrated W eed 
Management Plan, including a plan for vegetation management, prior to construction.  Because 
the proposed design for the facility would include removal of  al l vegetation, s ite g rading, and 
maintenance of a vegetation-free surface within the site during operations, there would be little 
risk of fire. 

Mitigation measure MM-Fire-1 would require development and i mplementation of  a f ire 
management plan, including m inimum s tandards f or f ire-safe pr actices dur ing c onstruction, 
which would minimize the potential for a wildfire ignition to occur as a result of project-related 
construction practices activities and the presence of personnel on site.  Because t hese 
mitigation m easures w ould not  di sturb or  di srupt t he nat ural env ironment and w ould not  
threaten t he heal th or  s afety of  peopl e, t heir i mplementation w ould not  r esult in adverse 
impacts.  
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Operation and Maintenance 
The probability of a wildfire to occur as a r esult of project operations would be low due t o the 
general site c onditions, the l imited activities t hat w ould oc cur ons ite, and m aintenance of  a 
vegetation-free surface dur ing oper ations.  I f a w ildfire occurred, i t could result in damage to 
biological r esources and ot her nat ural r esources, s uch as air quality and water q uality, as 
discussed above, in addition to the potential for loss of life and destruction of property.  

The Applicant’s Noxious Weed Management P lan (First S olar 2012a) , in c ombination w ith 
mitigation measure MM-Veg-4, would minimize the potential for weed colonization and 
dominance on s ite by  r equiring i mplementation of  a r isk as sessment of  t he i nvasive w eed 
species currently known within the study area, procedures to control their spread on site, and 
procedures to help m inimize t he i ntroduction of  new weed species.  Mitigation measure MM-
Fire-2 w ould r equire t hat project facilities are des igned, constructed, and oper ated i n 
accordance with applicable fire protection and ot her env ironmental, heal th and s afety 
requirements.  

A potentially adverse impact associated with releases of hazardous materials c ould occur if 
heavy metals (cadmium and tellurium) used in the CdTe PV modules were to be released to the 
air or surrounding ground surface as a result of a fire.  A substantial amount of  research has 
been conducted regarding the potential for releases of heavy metals associated with CdTe PV 
modules, including studies by the Brookhaven National Laboratory in the U.S., and s tudies by 
government agencies and research institutions in Europe.  These studies have been conducted 
to evaluate potential risks associated with installation of  t he panel s i n r esidences and 
commercial buildings where fires may occur. 

The French Ministry of Ecology, Energy, Sustainable Development, and t he Sea performed an 
assessment of  First Solar’s CdTe PV program and c oncluded that, “During standard operation 
of CdTe PV systems, there are no cadmium emissions – to air, to water, or to soil. In the 
exceptional case of accidental fires or br oken panel s, s cientific s tudies s how t hat c admium 
emissions r emain neg ligible. A ccordingly, l arge-scale depl oyment of  C dTe P V can be 
considered safe to human health and the environment”  (Lincot 2009). 

Experimental studies have been conducted by researchers at Brookhaven National Laboratory.  
In t hese s tudies, s mall-scale g lass-CdTe-glass panel s w ere s ubjected t o t emperatures up t o 
1,110 degrees Celsius (°C), which are representative of the range of temperatures that could 
occur in residential or commercial fires (Fthenakis and ot hers 2004;  Ft henakis and o thers 
2005).  In these studies, a small amount of cadmium was released from the edges of the panels 
before the glass edges fused and sealed in the remaining material.  The amount of cadmium 
released from a utility-scale panel was less than 0.04 percent of the contained cadmium.  T he 
authors also note that, in their investigations, they had not identified any cases in which fires 
had been reported that i nvolved P V panel s.  Fi res had oc curred i n t erminal box es at  P V 
facilities, but these fires had never been reported to spread to the panels. 

Overall potential r elease of  cadmium dur ing a f ire i s a v ery unl ikely occurrence.  T he panels 
themselves c ontain no c ombustible material.  The manner in w hich v egetation w ould be 
removed and managed throughout t he oper ational per iod m eans t hat t here would be no f uel 
sources located near the panels.  A lthough electrical fires occur in substations, there would be 
no fuel or mechanism for such a f ire to spread to the panels.  S hould a f ire reach the panels, 
the glass-CdTe-glass construction of the panels would eliminate the potential for the release of 
cadmium.  
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Decommissioning 
The decommissioning of  t he pr oject w ould be s imilar t o t he c onstruction ac tivities des cribed 
earlier, and would include demolition and removal of above-ground and subsurface facilities and 
site contouring and r estoration.  H owever, t he dur ation of  decommissioning would be shorter 
than the duration of construction. 

The risk of wildfire ignition during decommissioning would be similar to that during construction, 
and would occur as  a r esult of  t he use of  heavy equipment and per sonnel on site.  The Fire 
Safety components of  t he A pplicant’s E mergency Response and Hazardous M aterials 
Management Plan (First S olar 2012b) , required as  par t of  m itigation measure MM-Fire-1, 
includes a requirement for fire-safe practices during decommissioning activities. 
 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
Modification of  t he boundar y of  t he ex isting I vanpah DWMA would not result i n any  potential 
threats associated with wildland fires. 

 

4.21.3.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Significance conclusions for the impacts identified for each phase of the project (Construction, 
Operation and M aintenance, D ecommissioning) ar e pr esented bel ow bas ed on the CEQA 
Significance Criterion presented in Section 4.21.2.  

 

Fire-1 
During c onstruction, oper ation and m aintenance, and dec ommissioning of  the pr oposed 
Stateline S olar Far m f acility, w ildfires m ay be c aused by  combustion of native materials, 
smoking, and refueling and oper ating vehicles and ot her equipment of f road. The Applicant’s 
Fire Management Plan required in mitigation measure M M-Fire-1 establishes standards and 
practices that w ould m inimize t he r isk of  a w ildfire and,  i n t he ev ent of  f ire, pr ovide f or 
immediate s uppression and notification.  Compliance with appl icable f ire pr otection 
requirements as  par t of  M M-Fire-2 and minimizing t he i ntroduction and s pread of non-native 
plants as required in MM-Veg-4 would reduce the risk of wildfire ignition such that the baseline 
level of wildfire frequency and severity is maintained, rendering this impact less than significant.  

 

4.21.4 Alternative 2: 2,385 Ac Alternative 

4.21.4.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 

Construction 
The wildfire-related construction impacts of Alternative 2 would be nearly identical to those of 
Alternative 1.  Construction activities would last for a s lightly longer time, and would include an 
area south of the Primm Valley Golf Course as part of the bifurcated footprint.  The vegetation 
characteristics of  t he separate area are expected t o be t he s ame as  t hose of  t he P roposed 
Action, so there would be no di fference in the potential for a wildland fire.  Mitigation measures 
MM-Fire-1, MM-Fire-2, and MM-Veg-4 would substantially reduce the risk of wildfire ignition and 
spread. 
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Operation and Maintenance 
The w ildfire-related operational impacts of Alternative 2 w ould be near ly i dentical t o t hat of  
Alternative 1.   Mitigation m easures MM-Fire-1 and MM-Veg-4 would s ubstantially r educe t he 
risk of wildfire ignition and spread. 

 

Decommissioning 
The wildfire-related decommissioning impacts of  Alternative 2 w ould be near ly identical to that 
of Alternative 1.  Decommissioning activities would be slightly more intense as a result of the 
larger project acreage in a bifurcated footprint.  

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The modification of the boundary of the Ivanpah DWMA would be the same under Alternative 2 
as Alternative 1. 

 

4.21.4.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
The CEQA significance determinations for Alternative 2 are the same as for Alternative 1. 

 

4.21.5 Alternative 3: 2,151 Ac Alternative 

4.21.5.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 

Construction 
The wildfire-related construction impacts of Alternative 3 would be nearly identical to those of 
Alternative 1.  C onstruction activities would include an ar ea further to the east than that of the 
Proposed Action.  The vegetation characteristics of the separate area are expected to be the 
same as those of the Proposed Action, so there would be no difference in the potential for a 
wildland f ire.  M itigation m easures MM-Fire-1, MM -Fire-2, and M M-Veg-4 would s ubstantially 
reduce the risk of wildfire ignition and spread. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
The w ildfire-related operational impacts of Alternative 3 w ould be near ly i dentical t o t hat of  
Alternative 1.  M itigation m easures MM-Fire-1 and MM-Veg-4 would s ubstantially reduce t he 
risk of wildfire ignition and spread. 

 

Decommissioning 
The wildfire-related decommissioning impacts of  Alternative 3 w ould be nearly identical to that 
of Alternative 1.  Mitigation measures MM-Fire-1, MM-Fire-2, and MM-Veg-4 would substantially 
reduce the risk of wildfire ignition and spread. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The modification of the boundary of the Ivanpah DWMA would be the same under Alternative 3 
as Alternative 1. 
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4.21.6 Alternative 4: Reduced Acreage Alternative 

4.21.6.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 

Construction 
The wildfire-related construction impacts of A lternative 4 would be reduced f rom those of  the 
Proposed Action due to the smaller project footprint.  Mitigation measures MM-Fire-1, MM-Fire-
2, and MM-Veg-4 would substantially reduce the risk of wildfire ignition and spread. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
The w ildfire-related oper ational i mpacts of  A lternative 4 would be near ly i dentical t o t hat of  
Alternative 1.  M itigation m easures M M-Fire-1 and M M-Veg-4 would s ubstantially r educe t he 
risk of wildfire ignition and spread. 

 

Decommissioning 
The wildfire-related decommissioning impacts of  Alternative 4 would be near ly identical to that 
of Alternative 1.  Mitigation measures MM-Fire-1, MM-Fire-2, and MM-Veg-4 would substantially 
reduce the risk of wildfire ignition and spread. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The modification of the boundary of the Ivanpah DWMA would be the same under Alternative 4 
as Alternative 1.   

 

4.21.6.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
The C EQA s ignificance determinations for A lternative 4  are t he s ame as  f or A lternative 1.    
Alternative 4 would not result in a substantial lessening of any significant environmental impacts 
as compared to the other alternatives. 

 

4.21.7 Alternative 5: No Action Alternative 

4.21.7.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under Alternative 5, the proposed Stateline Solar Farm facility would not be constructed and no 
impacts w ould oc cur f rom t he P roposed A ction.  The land on which t he pr oject i s pr oposed 
would remain available to other uses that are consistent with the BLM’s land use plan, including 
recreation, livestock grazing, and utility lines in des ignated corridors.  These activities could 
potentially result in wildfire ignitions, but the potential for ignitions would be expected to be 
lower than the Proposed Action, because there would be fewer vehicles, heavy equipment, and 
personnel associated with these activities.   

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The boundaries of the existing Ivanpah DWMA would not be modified under the N o Action 
Alternative.  Land us es associated with the Ivanpah DWMA would continue as they are today.  
Because this action does not present the potential for wildland f ires, the No Action Alternative 
would have no wildland fire impacts. 
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4.21.7.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Alternative 5 would result in no w ildland f ire ecology impacts and, therefore, impacts would be 
less than significant. 

 

4.21.8 Alternative 6: No Project, Exclude Solar Alternative 

4.21.8.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 6 would include a finding by B LM t hat t he s ite i s not  s uitable for s olar ener gy 
development, and no pr oject would be appr oved.  The land on which the project is proposed 
would remain available to other uses that are consistent with the BLM’s land use plan, including 
recreation, livestock grazing, and utility lines in designated corridors, but excluding solar energy 
development.  These activities could potentially result in wildfire ignitions, but the potential for 
ignitions would be ex pected t o be l ower t han t he P roposed A ction, bec ause t here w ould be 
fewer vehicles, heavy equipment, and personnel associated with these activities. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The boundar ies of  t he ex isting I vanpah D WMA w ould not  be m odified under A lternative 6.  
Land uses associated with the Ivanpah DWMA would continue as they are today. This action 
would not have any impacts related to wildland fire. 

 

4.21.8.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Alternative 6 would result in no w ildland f ire ecology impacts and, therefore, impacts would be 
less than significant. 

 

4.21.9 Alternative 7: No Project, Approve Solar Alternative 

4.21.9.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 7 would include a finding by B LM t hat t he s ite i s not  s uitable f or s olar ener gy 
development, and none of the action alternatives would be approved.  The Stateline Solar Farm 
Project would not be constructed on the project site and the project site would remain vacant in 
the near -term.  U nder t his al ternative, t he B LM w ould not  appr ove t he pr oposed facility, but 
would amend the CDCA Plan to allow for other solar projects on the site.  If that occurred, the 
proposed s olar energy f acility c ould us e a di fferent t echnology, c onstruction m ethods, and 
vegetation management procedures than the Proposed Action.  Therefore, the potential for a 
different f acility t o cause impacts r elated t o w ildland f ire could be similar to t hose associated 
with the Proposed Action, and would be evaluated in a project-specific environmental analysis. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The boundar ies of  t he ex isting I vanpah D WMA w ould not  be m odified under A lternative 7.  
Land uses associated with the Ivanpah DWMA would continue as they are today.  If a solar or 
other renewable energy facility is proposed on the site in the future, the impact on wildland fire 
would be considered in a project-specific environmental analysis that would occur at that time. 
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4.21.9.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Alternative 7 would result in no w ildland f ire ecology impacts and, therefore, impacts would be 
less than significant. 

 

4.21.10 Cumulative Impacts 

4.21.10.1 Geographic Extent/Context 
The geographic area f or cumulative w ildland f ire impacts i ncludes other pr ojects which could 
combine with the ef fects of the Proposed Action to contribute to the r isk for wildland fire.  For 
purposes of this analysis, this area is estimated to be within one mile of the site boundary.  The 
temporal s cope f or c umulative w ildland f ire i mpacts i ncludes the duration of construction, 
operation, and decommissioning of the Proposed Action. 

 

4.21.10.2 Existing Cumulative Conditions 
A cumulative wildland fire impact would occur if multiple projects were to increase the frequency 
of fires in t he s ame l ocation, w hich w ould r esult i n i ndirect i mpacts on nat ural r esources as  
described in Section 4.21.1. 

 

4.21.10.3 Reasonably Foreseeable Projects 
Table 4. 1-1 provides a listing of  current and r easonably f oreseeable pr ojects, including ot her 
proposed or  appr oved r enewable ener gy pr ojects, v arious BLM-authorized ac tions/activities, 
proposed or approved projects within the County’s jurisdiction, and ot her actions/activities that 
the Lead A gencies c onsider r easonably f oreseeable.  Most of  t hese pr ojects hav e ei ther 
undergone independent environmental review pursuant to NEPA and/or CEQA or will do s o 
prior to appr oval.  Even if environmental r eview has  not been completed for the cumulative 
projects des cribed i n T able 4. 1-2, t heir e ffects w ere c onsidered i n t he c umulative impacts 
analysis in  t his draft EIS/EIR.  Projects currently under construction in the vicinity of the 
proposed facility include the Ivanpah SEGS solar facility (3,471 acres) and the EITP.  Proposed 
projects i n t he vicinity of  t he pr oposed f acility t hat w ould under go c onstruction, oper ations, 
and/or decommissioning concurrently with the Proposed Action include the Desert Xpress high 
speed passenger rail line and JPOE. 

 

4.21.10.4 Cumulative Impacts associated with Proposed Action 

Construction 
It i s ex pected t hat one or  m ore of  t he c umulative pr ojects des cribed abov e may be under 
construction at the same time as the Proposed Action.  In particular, construction of the Ivanpah 
SEGS facility and EITP are expected to continue through 2013, and c onstruction of  the JPOE 
and Desert Xpress is expected to occur in 2013.  

As a result of these concurrent construction projects, there would be multiple potential sources 
of that could result in wildfire ignitions due to the use of heavy equipment, smoking, or welding. 
Transmission l ines c an c ause w ildfire i gnitions i f m aintenance i s not  pr operly conducted, if a 
low-flying pl ane or  hel icopter were t o c rash i nto t he l ine, or  sometimes as a result of wildlife 
collisions.  Ignitions f rom I -15 could originate f rom dr ivers t hrowing c igarette but ts out  of car 
windows. W ildfire i gnitions due t o c onstruction of  t hese c umulative projects could result in 
wildfire ignitions. Wildfire ignitions from the Proposed Action could combine with ignitions from 



DESERT STATELINE SOLAR FARM PROJECT 
4.21 WILDLAND FIRE 

 

NOVEMBER 2012 4.21-10 DRAFT EIS/EIR 
 

these other pr ojects and I -15 to i ncrease t he f requency of  w ildfires abov e t he bas eline f ire 
frequency.  The combination of t hese pr ojects being constructed concurrently could i ncrease 
the frequency of fire in the area above natural conditions.  However, because the area has a 
low potential for wildfire, the increase in r isk associated with construction of the projects is not 
expected to result in a substantial risk of wildfires.  With mitigation measures required for the 
Proposed A ction ( MM-Fire-1, MM-Fire-2, an d MM -Veg-4), t he c ontribution of  the Proposed 
Action to this cumulative impact would be reduced.  Similar mitigation measures are required 
for the other projects in the area, reducing the potential even further.  As a result, the overall 
cumulative increase in fire frequency would not be substantial. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
It i s expected that al l of  t he cumulative projects described above would be operational at the 
same t ime as  t he P roposed A ction.  Similar t o t he c onstruction and oper ations i mpacts 
associated with the Proposed Action, the majority of the potential impacts associated with these 
projects are likely to be associated with the use of heavy equipment and large numbers of site 
workers during construction.  I mpacts during operations, with reduced levels of equipment use 
and associated staff, are expected to be lower than construction-related impacts.  Still, 
operations of the cumulative projects would create a long-term increased risk of wildland fires in 
the area.  A gain, bec ause t he ar ea has  a l ow pot ential f or w ildfire, t he i ncrease i n r isk 
associated with operation of these projects is not expected to result in a substantial risk of 
wildfires.  With mitigation measures required for the Proposed Action (MM-Fire-1 and MM-Veg-
4), the contribution of the Proposed Action to this cumulative impact would be reduced.  Similar 
mitigation measures are required for the other projects in the area, reducing the potential even 
further.  As a result, the overall cumulative increase in fire frequency would not be substantial. 

 

Decommissioning 
Wildland fire impacts associated with decommissioning of the Proposed Action would be similar 
to those identified for construction.  Again, because the area has a low potential for wildfire, the 
increase i n r isk as sociated w ith dec ommissioning of  t he S tateline project concurrently with 
operations and decommissioning of other projects is not expected to result in a substantial risk 
of wildfires.  With mitigation measures required for the Proposed Action (MM-Fire-1, MM-Fire-2, 
and M M-Veg-4), the contribution of the Proposed Action t o t his c umulative i mpact w ould be 
reduced.  S imilar mitigation measures are required for the other projects in the area, reducing 
the potential even further.  As a r esult, the overall cumulative increase in f ire f requency would 
not be substantial.  Also, the Proposed Action’s contribution to cumulative wildland fire impacts 
during decommissioning would be temporary.  Following decommissioning, no further project-
related activities would occur, and adverse impacts would cease. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
Modification of  t he boundar y of  t he ex isting I vanpah D WMA w ould not create wildland fire 
impacts, and would therefore not contribute to cumulative impacts associated with wildland fire. 

 

4.21.10.5 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Significance conclusions for the i mpacts i dentified ar e pr esented bel ow bas ed on t he C EQA 
Significance Criterion presented in Section 4.21.2.  
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Fire-1 
Wildfire ignitions f rom construction, oper ation, and decommissioning of the Proposed A ction 
could combine with ignitions from drivers on I-15, Ivanpah SEGS, the JPOE, and other projects 
to i ncrease t he f requency of  w ildfires abov e t he bas eline f ire f requency in the area.  With 
mitigation measures required for the Proposed Action (MM-Fire-1, MM-Fire-2, and MM-Veg-4), 
the contribution of the Proposed Action to this cumulative impact would be minimized and would 
be less than considerable.  

 

4.21.10.6 Alternatives 

Alternative 2: 2,385 Ac Alternative 
For Alternative 2, the potential impacts could occur over an area of 2,385 acres, and therefore 
the potential for an adv erse impact would be s lightly greater than that of the Proposed Action.  
Alternative 2 w ould include implementation of  a por tion of  the solar farm in a separate area to 
the south of the Primm Valley Golf Course.  Based on a r eview of the vegetation condition of 
this area, it is expected that the potential for wildland fire in that area is not any greater or less 
than the area f or t he P roposed A ction.  Therefore, t he c umulative i mpacts as sociated w ith 
Alternative 2 would be the same as those described above for the Proposed Action. 

 

Alternative 3: 2,151 Ac Alternative 
Wildland f ire impacts associated with Alternative 3 w ould be appr oximately the same as those 
associated w ith t he P roposed Action.  Therefore, t he c umulative i mpacts as sociated w ith 
Alternative 3 would be the same as those described for the Proposed Action. 

 

Alternative 4: Reduced Acreage Alternative 
Wildland f ire impacts associated with Alternative 4 would be appr oximately the same as those 
associated w ith t he P roposed A ction, but  w ould be r educed bec ause the alternative would 
affect a smaller land area.  Therefore, the cumulative impacts as sociated with Alternative 4 
would be the same or lower than those described for the Proposed Action. 

 

Alternative 5: No Action Alternative 
Alternative 5, the No Action Alternative, would not contribute to any adverse cumulative wildland 
fire impacts. 

 

Alternative 6: No Project, Exclude Solar Alternative 
By denying the solar energy application and eliminating the site from future solar energy 
development, A lternative 6 would remove the pot ential f or the P roposed Action t o create f ire 
ignition sources, or contribute fuels that could increase the risk of wildland fires, and t herefore 
contribution to cumulative impacts to wildland fire.  . 

 

Alternative 7: No Project, Approve Solar Alternative 
By deny ing t he s olar energy appl ication, A lternative 7 would not  c ontribute t o c umulative 
wildland f ire impacts.  T he site could potentially be used for solar or other development in the 
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future.  W ildland f ire i mpacts as sociated w ith f uture ac tions w ould be c onsidered i n a l ater 
project-specific environmental analysis. 

 

4.21.11 Mitigation Measures 

MM-Fire-1: The A pplicant s hall i mplement the Fire S afety components of t heir E mergency 
Response and Hazardous M aterials M anagement Plan (First S olar 2012b)  for us e dur ing 
construction and decommissioning.  The Applicant shall submit the Fire Safety Plan, along with 
maps of the project site and access roads, to BLM and the San Bernardino County Fi re 
Department for r eview and appr oval pr ior t o t he i ssuance of  a right of way grant.  The Fi re 
Safety Plan shall contain notification procedures and emergency fire precautions including, but 
not limited to, the following: 

a. A ll i nternal combustion engines used at the pr oject s ite s hall be eq uipped w ith s park 
arresters. Spark arresters shall be in good working order. 

b. Light trucks and cars shall be used only on roads where the roadway is cleared of vegetation. 
Mufflers on all cars and light trucks shall be maintained in good working order.  

c. Fi re r ules s hall be pos ted on t he pr oject bulletin board at the contractor’s field office and 
areas visible to employees. 

d. Equipment parking areas and small stationary engine sites shall be cleared of all extraneous 
flammable materials. 

e. Personnel shall be t rained i n t he pr actices of  t he Fi re Safety P lan r elevant t o t heir dut ies. 
Construction and maintenance personnel shall be trained and equipped to extinguish small fires 
in order to prevent them from growing into more serious threats. 

f. The Applicant shall make an effort to restrict use of chainsaws, chippers, vegetation 
masticators, g rinders, dr ill r igs, t ractors, t orches, and ex plosives t o out side of the official fire 
season. When the above tools are used, water tanks equipped with hoses, fire rakes, and axes 
shall easily accessible to personnel. 

g. S moking s hall be pr ohibited i n w ildland ar eas and w ithin 50 feet of combustible materials 
storage, and shall be limited to paved areas or areas cleared of all vegetation. 

h. Fires ignited ons ite shall be i mmediately r eported t o BLM and t he San Bernardino County 
Fire Department. 

i. Install electrical safety signage. Prior to energization or final inspection, whichever occurs first, 
the Applicant shall install electrical safety signage on all solar arrays in the immediate vicinity of 
all wiring and on all electrical conduit using weather-resistant and fade-proof materials. T he 
purpose of this measure is to reduce the risk of electric shock and f ire. Warning signs shall be 
designed to be evident to any per son t ampering w ith, w orking on,  or  di smantling pr oject 
photovoltaic panels. Signs shall read: “CAUTION: Solar PV Wiring May Remain Energized After 
Disconnection during Daylight Hours. Tampering with Wiring May Result in ELECTRIC SHOCK 
or FIRE. Death or S erious Injury May Result. Do N ot Expose W ires to V egetation or Other 
Flammable Materials.” This requirement shall be clearly stated in the fire prevention plan. 

j. The engineering, procurement, and c onstruction contract(s) for the project shall clearly state 
the requirements of this mitigation measure. 

 

MM-Fire-2: Project f acilities shall be des igned, constructed, and oper ated in accordance with 
applicable f ire pr otection and ot her env ironmental, heal th and s afety r equirements. I n 
compliance with San Bernardino County requirements, a Project-specific fire prevention plan for 
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both c onstruction and oper ation of  t he s ubstation s hall be c ompleted pr ior t o i nitiation of 
construction.  The plan shall include the following:  

• The purpose and applicability of the plan; and  

• Procedures for fire prevention and response that include identification of site-specific 
and operational risks, tools and equipment needed, and fire prevention and safety 
considerations; r ed-flag warning s ystem, ac tivity l evels, f ire-related t raining, and 
coordination with BLM and San Bernardino County.  

 

4.21.12 Residual Impacts After Mitigation 
Implementation of mitigation measures def ined in Section 4.21.10 would minimize the impacts 
of the Proposed Action on wildland fire incidence in the surrounding area. There would be no 
unavoidable adverse impacts remaining with implementation of these mitigation measures. 
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4.22 Wildlife Resources 
4.22.1  Introduction 
This section identifies and evaluates the direct and indirect impacts on wildlife resources of the 
Proposed Action and each alternative.  T he analyses use the methodologies prescribed under 
NEPA a nd C EQA.  The section al so evaluates impact s ignificance i n t erms of  CEQA c riteria 
and, as  needed,  s pecifies mitigation m easures t o r educe t he i mpacts t o less than significant 
levels. 

 

4.22.2 CEQA Significance Criteria 
The following criteria were used to determine the significance of or project wildlife r esource 
impacts under CEQA: 

• Wild-1: Have a s ubstantial adv erse ef fect, ei ther directly or through habitat 
modifications, on any  species identified as  a l egally protected, candidate, sensitive, or 
special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, by the CDFG or 
USFWS; 

• Wild-2: Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish 
or wildlife s pecies, i nterfere w ith es tablished nat ive r esident or  m igratory w ildlife 
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites; 

• Wild-3: Conflict with any l ocal pol icies or  or dinances pr otecting bi ological r esources, 
such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance;  

• Wild-4: Conflict with t he pr ovisions of  an adopt ed H abitat C onservation P lan, Natural 
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan. 

The Project and al ternatives would not  c onflict w ith l ocal pol icies or  or dinances pr otecting 
biological r esources ( Criteria W ild-3) bec ause t he C ounty has  no j urisdiction ov er biological 
resources on f ederal lands.  Similarly, t he Project and al ternatives would not  conflict with the 
provisions of an approved local, regional,  or state habitat conservation plan, since no such plan 
is applicable to the proposed site. Therefore, Criteria Wild-3 and W ild-4 are inapplicable to the 
Project and alternatives, and are not addressed further in the impact analysis presented in this 
section. 

 

4.22.3 Alternative 1: Proposed Action 

4.22.3.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
The general types of project activities and the impacts they could have to wildlife individuals and 
habitat are discussed for project construction, operations, and decommissioning in the following 
subsections.  The primary issues evaluated with respect to wildlife resources include the loss or 
alteration of native habi tats, increased habi tat f ragmentation, animal displacement, and di rect 
loss of wildlife.  Direct impacts to wildlife populations that are evaluated include direct mortalities 
from dev elopment of t he project, habi tat l oss or  al teration, habi tat f ragmentation, ani mal 
displacement, and vehicle-strike impacts.  Indirect impacts evaluated include wildlife avoidance 
of the area due to increased noise, additional human presence, and light sources. 

The potential impacts of the project on terrestrial wildlife can also be classified as short-term, 
long-term, and per manent.  Short-term i mpacts would arise f rom temporary l and us e, heav y 
equipment use, surface disturbance, and presence of noise and light during construction.  Once 
construction ceases, temporary land use areas would be restored and would become available 
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again as wildlife habitat.  Long -term impacts would result from the long-term occupation of the 
2,143 ac re land area throughout the 30 year operating life of the facility, as well as the 
presence of  humans, noise, and l ight sources during operations.  These impacts would cease 
upon project decommissioning and c ompletion of  successful reclamation.  Permanent impacts 
would consist of  per manent c hanges t o habitats and t he w ildlife popul ations t hat depend on 
those habitats, irrespective of reclamation success.   

In this section, the general types of pr oject activities that would occur, and that could have 
direct or indirect impacts to wildlife dur ing construction, operations, and dec ommissioning, are 
discussed.  Following that discussion, the impacts to specific special status wildlife species are 
presented. 

 

Construction 
Equipment and Vehicle Collision 

Potential di rect i mpacts as sociated w ith t he increase in vehicle t raffic and us e of heav y 
equipment would i nclude an increase in the potential for wildlife/vehicle collisions during the 
construction of the project, r esulting i n an unq uantifiable, but  pr obably m inor, reduction i n 
wildlife populations.  Insects, reptiles, and small mammals that utilize the existing habitats within 
the project area would be affected directly and indirectly by construction activities.  Clearing and 
grading would result i n t he di rect i njury and m ortality of  s ome i ndividuals, par ticularly t o l ess 
mobile terrestrial species. If construction occurs dur ing the breeding season, direct impacts to 
burrowing or  nes ting w ildlife s pecies could include nes t or  bur row abandonm ent and l oss of 
eggs or young.  Construction of the project could also result in burial in dens or burrows, and 
collisions with vehicles and power line conductors or towers. 

Impacts would be reduced through implementation of Applicant-Proposed M easures (APMs) 
and mitigation measures required by BLM for protection of wildlife and other resources.  APMs 
that would contribute to reducing potential direct wildlife impacts associated with equipment and 
vehicle c ollisions i nclude A PM-Wild-1 ( desert t ortoise pr otection m easures i n NEMO Plan 
Amendments), APM-Wild-2 ( relocation of t ortoises), APM-Wild-3 ( tortoise ex clusion f encing), 
and APM-Wild-5 (avoidance of nesting birds).  Other mitigation measures that would contribute 
to reducing potential direct wildlife impacts associated with equipment and vehicle collisions 
include MM-Wild-1 ( Oversight by D esignated B iologist), M M-Wild-2 ( Oversight by  B iological 
Monitors), M M-Wild-3 (Worker Environmental A wareness P rogram [ WEAP]), M M-Wild-4 
(Delineation of  Sensitive Areas), MM-Wild-5 (Use of Existing Routes and Speed Limits), MM-
Wild-6 (Pre-Construction Surveys), MM-Wild-7 (Desert Tortoise Handling Requirements), MM-
Wild-11 (Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy), and MM-Wild-12 (Seasonal Vegetation Removal 
Restrictions). 

 

Habitat Loss or Degradation 

Vegetation c learing and g rading of 2,023 acres of land associated with project construction 
would directly affect wildlife by removal and crushing of shrubs and herbaceous vegetation, 
resulting in loss and fragmentation of cover, breeding and foraging habitat.  The majority of this 
land area would be f enced to preclude wildlife access throughout the operational period of the 
project.  Impacts to wildlife from surface disturbance would include the temporary (short-term 
and l ong-term) and per manent r eduction or  l oss of  habi tat.  Displacement of w ildlife a t t he 
project site could also result in some local reductions in wildlife populations if adjacent habitats 
are at carrying capacity. 

Direct habitat loss and degradation both inside and outside of the approved ROW area could 
also oc cur i f pr oject ac tivities r esulted i n release of  dus t or  haz ardous m aterials, r esulted i n 
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modification of soil erosion or sedimentation rates, or introduced or encouraged the growth of 
noxious w eeds.  Hazardous m aterial and pol lutant r eleases c ould oc cur as  a result of the 
project an d al ternatives.  M aterials r eleased c ould i nclude f uels and ot her materials used by 
work crews as part of r outine c onstruction and m aintenance ac tivities.  H azardous m aterials 
could al so be r eleased i f c onstruction-related ex cavation w ere t o di sturb ar eas that hav e 
existing environmental contamination.  H azardous m aterials r elease c ould i mpact bi ological 
resources by injuring or killing vegetation and wildlife through either short-term acute exposure 
or l ong-term c hronic ex posure.  Soil er osion f rom site g rading and use of  heav y eq uipment, 
which affects vegetation and soil properties, could have an adverse effect on wildlife foraging 
and bur rowing pot ential t o l ands out side of the project boundar ies.  Noxious w eeds c ould 
impact wildlife species by displacing native vegetation species necessary for forage or cover. 

Indirect effects to wildlife would also occur due t o i ncreased f ragmentation and reduction of 
connectivity bet ween w ildlife popul ations.  The implementation of project fencing to exclude 
wildlife f rom the project s ite would restrict passage of  wildlife around and t hrough the project 
site.  This would occur especially if the project fencing were to extend into areas that are not 
suitable habitat for certain species, such as Ivanpah Dry Lake, Metamorphic Hill, or the Clark 
Mountains. 

Impacts to habitat would be reduced through implementation of APMs and mitigation measures 
required by BLM for protection of  wildlife and other resources.  APMs that would contribute to 
reducing potential indirect wildlife impacts associated with loss or degradation of habitat include 
APM-Wild-1 ( desert t ortoise pr otection m easures i n NEMO Plan Amendments), APM-Wild-2 
(relocation of  t ortoises), A PM-Wild-4 (Noxious W eed M anagement P lan), APM -Wild-6 (Dust 
Control), APM-Wild-8 (chemical s torage), APM-Wild-9 ( fuel storage), and APM-Wild-10 (Solid 
Waste M anagement).  O ther m itigation m easures t hat w ould c ontribute t o r educing pot ential 
direct and indirect wildlife impacts associated with habitat loss or degradation include MM-Air-1 
(Air Quality Construction Management Plan), MM-Veg-1 (Minimize Impacts to Vegetation 
Communities), M M-Veg-2 ( Designated Biologist), MM-Veg-3 ( Special-Status Plant Avoidance 
and Restoration), MM-Veg-4 (Noxious W eed Management P lan), MM-Veg-5 (Revegetation of 
Temporary D isturbed A reas), M M-Veg-6 ( Streambed A lteration A greement), MM -Water-8 
(Construction S WPPP), M M-Water-9 ( Storm W ater M anagement P lan), MM-Water-10 ( Spill 
Control and Environmental Training), MM-Wild-1 (Oversight by Designated Biologist), MM-Wild-
2 (Oversight by Biological Monitors), MM-Wild-3 (WEAP), MM-Wild-4 (Delineation of  Sensitive 
Areas), MM-Wild-5 (Use of Existing Routes and S peed Limits), MM-Wild-8 (Habitat Acquisition 
for Desert Tortoise), and MM-Wild-11 (Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy). 

 

Human Presence, Noise, and Light 

Indirect impacts to wildlife species would result f rom human presence, noise, and l ight in t he 
project area.  Increased levels of noise and human activity would be detrimental to many wildlife 
species.  Noise from construction activities could temporarily discourage wildlife f rom foraging 
and nes ting immediately adjacent t o t he project area.  Many bird species rely on vocalization 
during the breeding season to attract a m ate within t heir territory. Noise levels from certain 
construction, operations, and decommissioning activities could reduce the reproductive success 
of nesting birds. 

The most common wildlife responses to noise and hum an pr esence ar e av oidance or  
accommodation.  Avoidance would result in displacement of wildlife f rom an ar ea larger t han 
the ac tual di sturbance ar ea.  The t otal ex tent of  habi tat l ost as  a result of wildlife avoidance 
response i s i mpossible t o pr edict s ince t he deg ree of  this response varies from species to 
species, and can even vary between different individuals of the same species. Also, after initial 
avoidance of human activity and noi se producing areas, certain wildlife species may acclimate 
to the activity and begin to reoccupy areas formerly avoided. 
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Artificial lig hting impacts on w ildlife s pecies m ay i nclude di sorientation f rom and attraction to 
artificial lig ht, im pact-related m ortality due t o di sorientation, and ef fects on the light-sensitive 
cycles of many species (Saleh 2007).  Lighting plays a substantial role in collision risk because 
lights attract nocturnal migrant s ongbirds, bat s, and f lying i nsects, and m ajor bi rd k ill ev ents 
have been reported at lighted c ommunications t owers ( Manville 2001) . Bright ni ght-lighting 
close to the ground can attract bats and flying insects and disturb wildlife (e.g., nesting birds, 
foraging mammals). 

Impacts associated with hum an pr esence, noi se, and l ight would be r educed t hrough 
implementation of APMs and mitigation measures required by BLM for protection of wildlife and 
other r esources.  A PMs that would c ontribute t o r educing pot ential i ndirect w ildlife i mpacts 
associated with noise and light include A PM-Wild-7 (Lighting R estrictions) and APM-Wild-11 
(limit noi se t o day time hour s).  An addi tional mitigation measure that would contribute to 
reducing potential indirect wildlife impacts associated with light is MM-Wild-9 (Night Lighting). 

 

Hydrology 

Biological r esources c ould pot entially be i mpacted i f t he Proposed Action were t o m odify t he 
availability or quality of surface water and/or groundwater.  Although the Proposed Action would 
use g roundwater, t he large depth to g roundwater (more than 200 feet), absence of perennial 
surface water, and large distance from riparian areas (several miles) mean that the project 
would not  hav e t he pot ential t o impact w ildlife t hrough groundwater depletion or impacts to 
riparian vegetation. 

The Proposed Action could potentially have an indirect effect on wildlife habitat adjacent to the 
project s ite and outside of  t he pr oject R OW, i f t he pr oject w ere t o m odify do wngradient 
sedimentation or erosion rates.  This could occur as a result of the removal of soil-stabilizing 
vegetation or modification of onsite precipitation infiltration rates. 

Impacts as sociated w ith modification of  downgradient s edimentation and erosion r ates would 
be reduced through implementation of  m itigation measures required by  BLM f or protection of 
wildlife and ot her r esources.  Mitigation measures that would contribute t o r educing pot ential 
direct and i ndirect w ildlife i mpacts associated with modification of  s edimentation or  er osion 
rates include M M-Air-1 ( Air Q uality C onstruction M anagement P lan), MM-Veg-1 ( Minimize 
Impacts t o V egetation C ommunities), M M-Veg-2 ( Designated B iologist), M M-Veg-3 (Special-
Status Plant Avoidance and R estoration), M M-Veg-5 ( Revegetation of  T emporary D isturbed 
Areas), MM-Veg-6 (Streambed Alteration Agreement), MM -Water-8 ( Construction S WPPP), 
and MM-Water-9 (Storm Water Management Plan). 

 

Presence of Open Water 

Construction of  t he P roposed A ction and ot her ac tion al ternatives w ould i nclude t he us e of 
temporary water storage ponds to store and provide water for dust control. Each pond would 
have a capacity of 2 million gallons, and would be approximately 160 feet by 160 feet in size, or 
approximately 0.6 acres.  The ponds could have an impact on wildlife by attracting avian and 
insect species to the active construction area, and by attracting potential predators that could 
prey on desert tortoises and other wildlife.   

Impacts as sociated w ith t he t emporary w ater s torage pon ds w ould be r educed t hrough 
implementation of MM-Wild-13 (Management of Temporary Water Storage Ponds). 
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Increased Predation 

Wildlife s pecies near the project s ite, bot h i nside and out side of  t he ROW, could experience 
increased predation levels from ravens and other predators attracted to the project site.  This 
would be an indirect impact, and w ould c ontinue dur ing c onstruction, oper ations, and 
decommissioning for as long as workers are present. 

Impacts associated with increased predation would be reduced through implementation of 
APMs and m itigation measures required by BLM for protection of  wildlife and other resources.  
APMs that would contribute to reducing the potential attraction of predators include APM-Wild-1 
(desert tortoise protection measures in NEMO Plan Amendments), APM-Wild-4 (Noxious Weed 
Management P lan), A PM-Wild-7 (Lighting R estrictions), and A PM-Wild-10 ( Solid W aste 
Management).  O ther m itigation m easures t hat would c ontribute t o r educing the attraction of  
predators include MM-Veg-4 (Noxious Weed Management Plan), MM-Wild-1 ( Oversight by  
Designated Biologist), MM-Wild-2 (Oversight by Biological Monitors), MM-Wild-3 (WEAP), MM-
Wild-4 (Delineation of Sensitive Areas), MM-Wild-10 (Raven Management Plan), and MM-Wild-
13 (Management of Temporary Water Storage Ponds). 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Equipment and Vehicle Collision 

Operations and maintenance activities would involve use of vehicles for worker commuting and 
general maintenance.  Potential direct impacts associated with vehicle traffic would include the 
potential f or w ildlife/vehicle c ollisions, r esulting i n an unq uantifiable, but  probably minor, 
reduction in wildlife populations.  In general, the operational area would have been cleared of 
wildlife t o t he ex tent pr acticable, and ex clusion and s ecurity f encing would hav e limited the 
potential for many wildlife species, including desert tortoise and l arge mammals, to be s ubject 
to v ehicle c ollision w ithin t he pr oject ar ea.  N o addi tional c learing or grading activities would 
occur during operations, so there would be no additional risk of encountering burrows or nests. 
The potential would still exist for wildlife to be involved in vehicle collisions on the project access 
road.  In addition, birds, smaller reptiles and m ammals, and insects would have access to the 
operational area, and could be impacted by vehicle collisions.  These potential impacts are 
expected t o be m inimal, due t o t he l imited ac tivities t hat w ill oc cur dur ing operations.  
Operational employment would employ approximately 10 persons, resulting in very limited 
commuting traffic.  Vehicle traffic associated with operations i s expected to consist of  one or  
two small trucks making limited trips within the project fence. 

Birds and bat s are known to collide with communications towers, transmission lines, and other 
elevated structures. The project design would result in the construction of a new 220-kV gen-tie 
line, which would follow a 150-foot-wide transmission ROW t o S CE’s pr oposed Ivanpah 
Substation, which will be located approximately 2.3 miles south of the Project site.  This 
proposed transmission line would be located within two overlapping designated utility corridors, 
minimizing additional disturbance to wildlife as a result of collisions. 

Impacts during oper ations would be r educed t hrough implementation of  APMs and mitigation 
measures required by BLM f or pr otection of wildlife and other resources.  APMs that would 
contribute t o r educing pot ential di rect w ildlife i mpacts associated with equipment and vehicle 
collisions in clude APM-Wild-1 (desert t ortoise pr otection m easures i n N EMO P lan 
Amendments), and APM-Wild-3 (tortoise exclusion f encing).  O ther m itigation m easures t hat 
would c ontribute t o r educing pot ential di rect w ildlife i mpacts as sociated with equipment and 
vehicle collisions include MM-Wild-1 (Oversight by Designated Biologist), MM-Wild-2 (Oversight 
by B iological M onitors), M M-Wild-3 ( WEAP), M M-Wild-5 ( Use of  E xisting R outes and Speed 
Limits), and MM-Wild-11 (Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy). 
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Habitat Loss or Degradation 

Removal of  habi tat dur ing c onstruction w ould per sist t hroughout t he operational period, but 
operations would not provide any additional habitat loss due to vegetation clearing or grading. 

Direct habitat loss and degradation both inside and outside of the approved ROW area could 
occur if project operations resulted in release of dust or hazardous materials, resulted in 
modification of soil erosion or sedimentation rates, or introduced or encouraged the growth of  
noxious weeds.  Hazardous materials released could include fuels and other materials used by 
work crews as part of routine maintenance activities.  Hazardous materials release could impact 
biological resources by injuring or killing vegetation and wildlife through either short-term acute 
exposure or long-term chronic exposure.  Soil erosion from the operational area could have an 
adverse effect on wildlife foraging and burrowing potential to lands outside of the project 
boundaries.  Noxious w eeds c ould i mpact w ildlife s pecies by displacing native vegetation 
species necessary for forage or cover. 

Indirect effects to wildlife would also occur due t o i ncreased f ragmentation and reduction of 
connectivity between wildlife populations.  T he impacts associated with the implementation of 
project fencing during construction would persist throughout the operational period by restricting 
the passage of wildlife around and through the project site.  T his would occur especially if the 
project fencing were to extend into areas that are not suitable habitat for certain species, such 
as Ivanpah Dry Lake, Metamorphic Hill, or the Clark Mountains.  Impacts to habitat connectivity 
for individual special-status s pecies ar e di scussed w ith r espect t o t hose s pecies in t he 
subsections below. 

Loss of habitat and other impacts as sociated w ith t he project c ould adv ersely af fect l ocal 
populations of invertebrates, insects, reptiles, birds, and small mammals that have small home 
ranges within the Ivanpah Valley. However, the project is not expected to cause population 
effects of common wildlife species at the regional level. For common wildlife with larger home 
ranges, popul ation l evel af fects ar e not  ant icipated bec ause t he project r epresents a small 
fraction of the available habitat within the region 

Impacts to habitat would be reduced through implementation of APMs and mitigation measures 
required by BLM for protection of  wildlife and other resources.  APMs that would contribute to 
reducing potential indirect wildlife impacts associated with loss or degradation of habitat include 
APM-Wild-1 ( desert t ortoise pr otection m easures i n NEMO Plan Amendments), APM-Wild-4 
(Noxious Weed M anagement P lan), A PM-Wild-6 ( Dust C ontrol), A PM-Wild-8 ( chemical 
storage), A PM-Wild-9 ( fuel s torage), and A PM-Wild-10 ( Solid W aste M anagement).  Other 
mitigation m easures t hat w ould c ontribute t o r educing pot ential di rect and indirect wildlife 
impacts as sociated w ith habi tat l oss or  deg radation i nclude MM-Air-3 (Operations E mission 
Reductions), MM-Veg-1 (Minimize Impacts to Vegetation Communities), MM-Veg-2 (Designated 
Biologist), MM-Veg-3 (Special-Status Plant Avoidance and Restoration), MM-Veg-4 ( Noxious 
Weed Management Plan), MM-Veg-5 (Revegetation of Temporary Disturbed Areas), MM-Veg-6 
(Streambed Alteration Agreement), MM-Water-9 (Storm Water Management Plan), MM-Water-
10 (Spill Control and E nvironmental Training), MM-Wild-1 (Oversight by Designated Biologist), 
MM-Wild-2 (Oversight by Biological Monitors), MM-Wild-3 (WEAP), MM-Wild-4 (Delineation of 
Sensitive A reas), MM-Wild-5 (Use of  Existing Routes and  Speed Limits), MM-Wild-8 ( Habitat 
Acquisition for Desert Tortoise), and MM-Wild-11 (Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy). 

 

Human Presence, Noise, and Light 

Indirect impacts to wildlife species would result f rom human presence, noise, and l ight in t he 
project area during oper ations.  Increased l evels of noise and human ac tivity would be 
detrimental to m any w ildlife s pecies.  N oise f rom operation and m aintenance activities c ould 
temporarily discourage wildlife from f oraging and nes ting i mmediately adj acent t o the project 
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area.  Many bird species rely on vocalization during the breeding season to attract a mate within 
their t erritory.  Noise levels f rom c ertain c onstruction, oper ations, and de commissioning 
activities could reduce the reproductive success of nesting birds. 

The most common wildlife responses to noise and hum an pr esence ar e av oidance or  
accommodation.  Avoidance would result in displacement of  wildlife f rom an ar ea larger t han 
the ac tual di sturbance ar ea.  The t otal ex tent of  habi tat l ost as  a result of  w ildlife avoidance 
response i s i mpossible t o pr edict s ince t he deg ree of  this response varies from species to 
species, and can even vary between different individuals of the same species. Also, after initial 
avoidance of human activity and noi se producing areas, certain wildlife species may acclimate 
to the activity and begin to reoccupy areas formerly avoided. 

Artificial lig hting impacts on w ildlife s pecies m ay i nclude di sorientation f rom and attraction to 
artificial lig ht, im pact-related m ortality d ue t o di sorientation, and ef fects on the light-sensitive 
cycles of many species (Saleh 2007).  Lighting plays a substantial role in collision risk because 
lights attract nocturnal migrant s ongbirds, bat s, and f lying i nsects, and m ajor bi rd k ill ev ents 
have been reported at lighted c ommunications t owers ( Manville 2001) . Bright ni ght-lighting 
close to the ground can attract bats and flying insects and disturb wildlife (e.g., nesting birds, 
foraging mammals). 

In general, impacts associated with noise and lighting during project operations are expected to 
be m inimal.  N o noi se-generating maintenance activities w ould be c onducted.  P roject 
employment w ould be l imited t o appr oximately 10 i ndividuals, and m ost ac tivities would be 
conducted during daylight hours.  Night lighting would be limited to a few locations within the 
project area, and t he t ype of  l ighting and i ts oper ation w ould be i n c ompliance w ith t he 
Applicant’s Lighting Management Plan. 

Impacts associated with hum an pr esence, noi se, and l ight w ould be r educed t hrough 
implementation of APMs and mitigation measures required by BLM for protection of wildlife and 
other resources.  APMs that would c ontribute t o r educing pot ential i ndirect w ildlife i mpacts 
associated with noise and light include APM-Wild-7 ( Lighting R estrictions) and A PM-Wild-11 
(limit noi se t o day time hour s).  A n addi tional m itigation m easure t hat would contribute to 
reducing potential indirect wildlife impacts associated with light is MM-Wild-9 (Night Lighting). 

 

Hydrology 

Biological r esources could pot entially be i mpacted i f project o perations were t o m odify t he 
availability or quality of surface water and/or groundwater.  Although the Proposed Action would 
use g roundwater, t he large depth to g roundwater (more than 200 feet), absence of perennial 
surface w ater, l arge di stance f rom r iparian ar eas ( several m iles), and limited w ater us e f or 
operations (approximately 20 acre-feet per year) mean that project operations would not have 
the potential to impact wildlife through groundwater depletion or impacts to riparian vegetation. 

Operation of t he P roposed A ction c ould pot entially hav e an i ndirect ef fect on w ildlife habi tat 
adjacent t o t he pr oject s ite and outside of  t he pr oject R OW, i f t he pr oject w ere t o m odify 
downgradient sedimentation or  er osion rates.  This could occur as  a r esult of  t he removal of  
soil-stabilizing vegetation or modification of onsite precipitation infiltration rates. 

Impacts as sociated w ith m odification of  downgradient s edimentation and erosion rates would 
be reduced through implementation of  m itigation measures required by  BLM f or protection of 
wildlife and ot her r esources.  M itigation m easures t hat would contribute to reducing potential 
direct and indirect wildlife impacts as sociated w ith m odification of  s edimentation or  er osion 
rates include MM-Air-3 (Operations E mission R eductions), MM -Veg-1 ( Minimize I mpacts t o 
Vegetation Communities), M M-Veg-2 ( Designated B iologist), M M-Veg-3 ( Special-Status P lant 
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Avoidance and R estoration), M M-Veg-5 (Revegetation of  T emporary D isturbed A reas), MM -
Veg-6 (Streambed Alteration Agreement), and MM-Water-9 (Storm Water Management Plan). 

 

Presence of Open Water 

No open w ater w ould be pr esent dur ing pr oject oper ations.  T herefore, t here would be no 
potential for attraction of wildlife or wildlife predators during operations. 

 

Increased Predation 

Wildlife s pecies near the project s ite, bot h i nside and out side of  t he ROW, could experience 
increased predation levels from ravens and ot her predators attracted to the project site during 
operations.  This w ould be an i ndirect i mpact, and w ould c ontinue dur ing c onstruction, 
operations, and decommissioning for as long as workers are present. 

Impacts associated with increased predation would be reduced through implementation of 
APMs and m itigation measures required by BLM for protection of  wildlife and other resources.  
APMs that would contribute to reducing the potential attraction of predators include APM-Wild-1 
(desert tortoise protection measures in NEMO Plan Amendments), APM-Wild-4 (Noxious Weed 
Management Plan), APM -Wild-7 ( Lighting R estrictions), and A PM-Wild-10 ( Solid W aste 
Management).  O ther m itigation m easures t hat would c ontribute t o r educing t he at traction of 
predators include MM-Veg-4 (Noxious Weed Management Plan), MM-Wild-1 ( Oversight by  
Designated Biologist), MM-Wild-2 (Oversight by Biological Monitors), MM-Wild-3 (WEAP), and 
MM-Wild-10 (Raven Management Plan). 

 

Decommissioning 
Decommissioning and reclamation activities associated w ith t he P roposed Action would have 
similar impacts to wildlife resources as those described for construction.  These activities would 
include such tasks as vegetation removal, grading, and surface disturbance to remove the solar 
arrays, above-ground electrical components, and substation components, as well as to remove 
below-ground infrastructure to a depth of  3 f eet.  T hey al so i nclude s urface di sturbance t o 
remove roads and to restore vegetation. However, most decommissioning activities would take 
place w ithin t he f enced pr oject ar ea, s o w ould not  hav e a hi gh potential to im pact w ildlife 
species, such as desert tortoise or large mammals, which are excluded by the fence. 

It is expected that the impacts during decommissioning would be similar to those of construction 
of the Proposed Action, but would be r educed because most activities would take place within 
the exclusion fence.  All mitigation measures that are required during construction of the 
Proposed A ction t o av oid or  m inimize i mpacts t o w ildlife r esources w ould al so be required 
during decommissioning and reclamation activities. 

Closure and decommissioning of the facility would result in the revegetation and rehabilitation of 
2,143 acres of  l and i n ac cordance w ith t he Applicant’s Closure, D ecommissioning, and 
Reclamation P lan ( Decommissioning P lan; Fi rst S olar 2012d) , and a s r equired i n m itigation 
measure MM-Lands-2.  Because reestablishment of desert vegetative communities would take 
decades and m ay di ffer in composition than the pre-disturbance vegetative community, these 
permanent changes in the vegetative communities could alter the ecosystem’s ability to sustain 
the same type and numbers of wildlife species currently found at the site.  The ability of wildlife 
species to eventually recolonize the r eclaimed ar ea would depend on t he proximity of  other 
populations, c onnectivity of  habi tats, and t he m obility of  t he s pecies. T errestrial s pecies with 
small home ranges will not colonize as quickly (if at all, compared to flying organisms or wildlife 
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with l arge hom e r anges). T he deg ree of  habi tat f ragmentation would affect wildlife s pecies 
ability to recolonize the reclaimed area.  

 

Impacts to Special Status Wildlife Species 
Potential impacts for the 15 special status wildlife species identified as potentially occurring 
within the project area are discussed below.  The types of project activities as sociated with 
construction, operations, and decommissioning that could cause these impacts were discussed 
in the above subsections. 

 

Reptiles 
Desert Tortoise 
The Project Study Area is within the current range of the Mojave population of desert tortoise.  
The P roject i s located w ithin t he E astern M ojave T ortoise R ecovery U nit, but  i s not  within 
designated critical habitat for the desert tortoise or any DWMA’s.  The majority of the Project 
Study A rea i ncludes habi tats w ell-documented to support desert tortoise.  D esert t ortoise 
surveys c onducted bet ween 2008 and 2011 f ound 33 l ive des ert t ortoises and 234 good-to-
excellent bur rows/pallets (First Solar 2012n) within the Project Study Area. The entire Project 
Study Area (approximately 5,850 acres) is estimated to support 69 adult desert tortoises, with a 
95% confidence interval ranging between 27 and 180 adul t desert tortoises. Within the Project 
Study Area, the overall tortoise density is estimated to be 7. 2 tortoises per square mile, with a 
95% confidence interval ranging between 2.8 to 18.9 adult desert tortoises per square mile. 

Tortoise surveys were al so conducted i n 2012.   T he m ost r ecent surveys concluded t hat the 
entire Project Study Area (approximately 5,850 acres) is estimated to support between 79 and 
99 adult des ert t ortoises, w ith a 95%  c onfidence i nterval r anging bet ween 31 and 249 adult 
desert t ortoises. W ithin the Project Study Area, the overall tortoise density is estimated to be 
8.5 tortoises per square mile, with a 95% confidence interval ranging between 3.3 to 26.6 adult 
desert tortoises per square mile. 

 

Construction 

Desert tortoise would be adversely impacted by construction activities for the Project.  Desert 
tortoises would be susceptible to death or injury from collisions with project vehicles and 
equipment during clearing and g rading, or  any  ac tivities where vegetation would be c rushed. 
Project-related traffic on ac cess roads and s pur roads, as well as any construction activities at 
work sites c ould also result in the deat h or  i njury of  des ert t ortoise t hrough c ollisions. S uch 
activities w ould al so pot entially i ntroduce nox ious and i nvasive pl ant s pecies to project sites, 
further degrading the quality of  des ert t ortoise habi tat i n t erms of  nat ive pl ant s pecies 
composition and increasing the risk of wildfires. 
Desert t ortoises c ould be har med by  i nadvertent hazardous materials spills, including 
equipment fuel and hydraulic fluid leaks. All crew ac tivities, as  w ell as  t rash and debr is 
associated with construction of  the project, would have the potential to attract predators of the 
desert tortoise, including common ravens and domestic and feral dogs.  

Take in the form of harassment of an undetermined number of individuals would result because 
Biological Monitors would conduct pre-clearance surveys and pick up and move tortoises out of 
harm’s way.  Bladder voiding would c ause t ortoises t o l ose pot entially c ritical water r eserves 
and in some c ases m ight l ead t o deat h. H andling des ert t ortoises al so i ncreases t he r isk of  
transmitting upper respiratory tract disease from infected individuals to healthy individuals. This 
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condition often leads to death and is one of  the reasons for the decline of many desert tortoise 
populations in the Mojave Desert. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 

Potential adverse impacts to desert tortoise as a result of operation and maintenance activities 
would be temporary in duration and minimal in impact.  Most oper ation and m aintenance 
activities would be c onducted within the fenced area, and would involve the use of only one or  
several vehicles or equipment.  The potential for addi tional l oss of  habi tat or v ehicles s trike 
impacts to desert tortoises would be minor.  However, impacts associated with the removal of  
the 2,023 acre project area from available desert tortoise habitat, including disruption of habitat 
connectivity, would be the same as those associated with construction, and would continue 
through the operational period. 

 

Decommissioning 

Potential adverse impacts to desert tortoise as a r esult of decommissioning activities would be 
temporary in duration and minimal in impact.  Like operations, most decommissioning activities 
would be c onducted w ithin t he f enced ar ea, so t he p otential for addi tional l oss of  habi tat or  
vehicles strike impacts to desert tortoises would be minor.  However, impacts associated with 
the r emoval of  t he 2, 023 acre project ar ea f rom av ailable des ert t ortoise habi tat, i ncluding 
disruption of habitat connectivity, would be the same as those associated with construction, and 
would continue through the decommissioning period. 

Closure and decommissioning of the facility would result in the revegetation and rehabilitation of 
2,143 ac res of  l and i n ac cordance w ith t he A pplicant’s C losure, Decommissioning, and 
Reclamation P lan ( Decommissioning P lan; Fi rst S olar 2012d) , and as  r equired i n m itigation 
measure MM-Lands-2.  Because reestablishment of desert vegetative communities would take 
decades and m ay di ffer in composition than the pre-disturbance vegetative community, these 
permanent changes in the vegetative communities could alter the ecosystem’s ability to sustain 
the same numbers of desert tortoises currently found at the site.  The ability of desert tortoises 
to eventually recolonize the reclaimed area would depend on the proximity of other populations, 
connectivity of habitats, and the mobility of the species.  The degree of habitat fragmentation 
would affect the ability of the desert tortoise to recolonize the reclaimed area.  

 

Equipment and Vehicle Collision 

Vehicle traffic w ould increase as  a r esult of  c onstruction and i mprovement of  ac cess r oads, 
increasing the risk of injuring or killing desert tortoise.  The potential for increased traffic-related 
tortoise mortality is greatest along paved roads where vehicle frequency and speed is greatest 
though tortoises on dirt roads may also be affected depending on vehicle frequency and speed. 
Census dat a i ndicate t hat des ert t ortoise num bers dec line as  vehicle us e i ncreases and that 
tortoise sign increases with increased distance from roads. Additional unauthorized impacts that 
may oc cur f rom c asual us e of  t he ac cess r oads i n t he P roject i nclude unaut horized trail 
creation.  

Removal of facilities initially would have similar impacts to those described for construction. 
Reclamation f ollowing c losure and decommissioning m ay t ake dec ades. B ecause 
reestablishment of desert vegetative c ommunities w ould t ake dec ades and m ay di ffer i n 
composition than the pre-disturbance vegetative community, these permanent changes in the 
vegetative communities would alter the ecosystem’s ability to sustain the same density of desert 
tortoise that currently occur at the site. 
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Adverse i mpacts as sociated w ith pot ential eq uipment and v ehicle s trikes w ould be reduced 
through i mplementation of  A PMs and m itigation m easures required by  B LM f or pr otection of  
wildlife and other resources.  APMs that would contribute to reducing potential direct impacts to 
the desert tortoise associated with equipment and vehicle collisions include APM-Wild-1 (desert 
tortoise protection measures in NEMO Plan Amendments), APM-Wild-2 (relocation of 
tortoises), and A PM-Wild-3 (tortoise exclusion fencing).  O ther mitigation measures that would 
contribute to reducing potential direct impacts to the desert tortoise associated with equipment 
and vehicle collisions include MM-Wild-1 (Oversight by Designated Biologist), MM-Wild-2 
(Oversight by Biological Monitors), MM-Wild-3 (WEAP), MM-Wild-4 (Delineation of Sensitive 
Areas), M M-Wild-5 (Use of E xisting R outes and S peed Li mits), MM-Wild-6 (P re-Construction 
Surveys), and MM-Wild-7 (Desert Tortoise Handling Requirements). 

 

Habitat Loss or Degradation 

The Proposed Action would result i n per manent di sturbance of  2, 023 ac res and t emporary 
disturbance of  4 ac res of desert tortoise habitat.  O f t his t otal, 1,989 acres would be l ocated 
within desert tortoise exclusion fence, and would be removed from the land area available as 
desert tortoise habitat for a minimum of 30 years.  This represents approximately 1.3 percent of 
the suitable tortoise habi tat within the California por tion of  t he Ivanpah Valley (Ivanpah Lake) 
watershed (NatureServe 2012), and approximately 7 percent of the habitat with the 29,110 acre 
Northern Ivanpah Valley Unit (the area between I-15 and the Clark Mountains). The result of the 
loss of  habitat would l ikely be a r educed population size by 23 adult tortoises (range 9 t o 60), 
and the loss of habitat to support expanded populations. 

The numbers of tortoises identified in surveys of each of  t he al ternative s ites i s presented in 
Table 4. 22-1.  As  s hown, t he num ber of  adult tortoises (greater t han 160 millimeter mean 
carapace length) present in the Proposed Action area ranges from 15 to 107, with an estimated 
total number of 40 individuals.  A larger number of subadults and juveniles (< 160 mm) will also 
be impacted.  At the scale of the entire Eastern Mojave Recovery Unit (EMRU), the Stateline 
Project w ould di rectly af fect 0. 1 percent of des ert t ortoise habi tat [ 0.5 or  g reater t hreshold 
(Nussear 2009)] remaining outside existing lands that are managed for conservation. 
 

Table 4.22-1.  Desert Tortoise Survey Results 
 Alternative 1 

(Proposed Action) 
Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 

Live Tortoises 
Observed 

16 20 17 13 

Estimated Number 
of Tortoises 

40 50 42 32 

Lower 95% 
Confidence Interval 

15 19 16 12 

Upper 95% 
Confidence Interval 

107 130 112 88 

 

The tortoises present in the project ar ea would be i dentified dur ing pr e-construction surveys, 
and would be r emoved f rom t he pr oject ar ea i n ac cordance w ith t he approved Translocation 
Plan.  The pr oposed translocation areas and methodology, as  w ell as  pot ential i mpacts 
associated with the translocation process, are discussed in a separate subsection below.  Even 
though the tortoises w ould be m oved, t he m ovement w ould be c onsidered a per manent, 
adverse impact to approximately 40 individuals and 2,023 acres of habitat. 

Impacts t o des ert t ortoise habi tat w ould be r educed t hrough implementation of APMs and 
mitigation measures required by BLM for protection of wildlife and other resources.  APMs that 
would contribute t o r educing pot ential di rect and i ndirect i mpacts associated with loss or 
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degradation of  desert tortoise habitat include APM-Wild-1 (desert tortoise protection measures 
in NEMO Plan Amendments), APM-Wild-2 (relocation of tortoises), APM-Wild-4 (Noxious Weed 
Management P lan), A PM-Wild-6 ( Dust C ontrol), A PM-Wild-8 ( chemical s torage), A PM-Wild-9 
(fuel storage), and APM-Wild-10 (Solid Waste Management).  Other mitigation measures that 
would contribute to reducing potential direct and indirect wildlife impacts associated with desert 
tortoise habi tat l oss or  deg radation i nclude M M-Air-1 ( Air Q uality C onstruction M anagement 
Plan), M M-Veg-1 ( Minimize I mpacts t o V egetation C ommunities), M M-Veg-2 ( Designated 
Biologist), MM-Veg-3 (Special-Status Plant Avoidance and Restoration), MM-Veg-4 ( Noxious 
Weed Management Plan), MM-Veg-5 (Revegetation of Temporary Disturbed Areas), MM-Veg-6 
(Streambed Alteration A greement), MM -Water-8 ( Construction S WPPP), M M-Water-9 (S torm 
Water Management Plan), MM-Water-10 (Spill Control and Environmental Training), MM-Wild-1 
(Oversight by Designated Biologist), MM-Wild-2 (Oversight by Biological Monitors), MM-Wild-3 
(WEAP), MM-Wild-4 (Delineation of  Sensitive Areas), MM-Wild-5 (Use of  Existing Routes and 
Speed Limits), and MM-Wild-8 (Habitat Acquisition for Desert Tortoise). 

 

Habitat Connectivity 

The development of the Desert Stateline Solar Far m Project would pot entially af fect t he f ree 
movement of desert tortoises within the Ivanpah Valley, and between Ivanpah Valley and 
adjacent habitat areas.  T he pr esence of  t he f acility i tself, as w ell as  t he s upporting 
infrastructure of roads and other linear features, would exclude or substantially limit the access 
that desert tortoise have to the project site. 

The proposed facility site is located within the 29,110 acre Northern Ivanpah Valley Unit.  T his 
area was designated BLM Class I desert tortoise habitat prior to the NEMO amendments, which 
put DWMAs in Category 1 and everything else in Category 3, but is not designated as critical 
habitat by the USFWS.  The Northern Ivanpah Valley Unit comprises an alluvial fan that slopes 
gently from the Clark Mountains and Mesquite Range to the west towards Ivanpah Dry Lake in 
the eas t.  A t t he t ime of  t he N EMO P lan amendment, this area was not included w ithin t he 
Ivanpah D WMA bec ause i t i s s eparated f rom ot her des ert t ortoise popul ations by I-15 and 
Ivanpah Dry Lake to the east, and the Clark Mountains and Mesquite Range to the west (BLM 
2002). 

Knowledge of baseline conditions, especially as they relate to connectivity, is essential in 
determining t he pot ential i mpacts of  t he P roject. T he degree of connectivity/isolation is 
unknown due to the absence of previous studies and available data in regard to dispersal rates 
across near by bar riers.  A c omparison of data c ollected t o dat e by  t he U SGS s uggests t hat 
rates of  t ortoise-to-tortoise c ontact i s l ess i n S tateline P ass t han i n McCullough Pass, where 
similar methods have been implemented. The c omplete r esearch s tudy w ould be dependent  
upon multiple years of data collection. 

Therefore, t his anal ysis r elies on t wo s cenarios w ith s eparate as sumptions for baseline 
conditions f or c onnectivity. T he E MRU c onsists of  one bas al g enotype c luster ( Las V egas 
Cluster), w hich i s s eparated i nto t wo finer scale clusters (South Las  V egas and A margosa 
Clusters) (Hagerty and T racey 2010) .  T his i ndicates t hat hi storical di spersal bet ween t hese 
clusters occurred, but was impaired due t o naturally occurring geographic barriers of the Clark 
and Spring Mountain Ranges. The development of  I -15 created another barrier largely closing 
off the western lobe of Ivanpah Valley, which is likely the greatest factor affecting the genetic 
interchange of this desert tortoise population. 

Under the first s cenario, the as sumption is that the western l obe i s c urrently i solated t o t he 
extent that any dispersal under I-15 or over the Clark Mountains is not sufficient to provide gene 
flow necessary to mitigate for the demographic stochasticity and genetic drift. The western lobe 
contains approximately 33,360 acres (52.6 square miles) of potential desert tortoise habitat [0.5 
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or g reater t hreshold (Nussear 2009) ], which would be r educed by approximately 6  percent to 
31,200 acres ( 48.8 square m iles) af ter t he P roject. D ensities der ived f rom f ull coverage and 
clearance surveys conducted on the Ivanpah SEGS and Stateline Project range from 7 to over 
20 tortoises per square mile, which is slightly higher than the mean density calculated for the 
EMRU at 10.9 tortoises per square mile (USFWS 2011a). If the mean density for the EMRU is 
used as a conservative value, then approximately 532 adult tortoises potentially occur within the 
western lobe under baseline conditions. Tortoises within the Project would be t ranslocated to 
areas i nside t he w estern l obe, t herefore t he es timated num ber of  adul t t ortoises would not 
change with the Project; however, the density for the western lobe would increase proportionally 
to the size of the Project: approximately 7 percent (from 10.9 to 11.6 adult tortoises per square 
mile).  

The average density for the western lobe is estimated to exceed the minimum density 
recommended in the 1994 recovery plan (10 tortoises per square mile); however, the area of 
remaining habi tat would be f ar below the recommended size of a reserve to support a viable 
population ( USFWS 1994) . I n t his s cenario, t he popul ation i n t he w estern lobe is currently 
vulnerable t o dem ographic s tochasticity and g enetic det erioration under baseline conditions. 
Ninety-four percent (94 percent) of the available habitat within the western lobe would persist 
following the Project. For these reasons, the Project is not expected to substantially alter 
viability of the population located in the western lobe of the Ivanpah Valley or result in indirect 
adverse ef fects t o popul ation viability within t he g reater I vanpah V alley or  E astern M ojave 
Recovery Unit. Furthermore, compensatory mitigation and effectiveness monitoring completed 
as part of the Proposed Action would contribute to the recovery of the species. 

The second scenario assumes that connectivity across the Clark Mountains and under  I-15 is 
sufficient t o al low f or gene f low at  an adequate rate to mitigate for demographic stochasticity 
and genetic drift.  To evaluate the potential for the Proposed Action to affect movement of 
tortoises, the Applicant, in cooperation with BLM, conducted habitat modeling of Ivanpah Valley, 
adjacent areas, and the potential connection c orridors between t hese areas.  The m odeling 
included ev aluation of  c urrent c onditions, as  w ell as  m odeling of the corridors under  t hree 
potential project configurations that correspond to A lternatives 1,  2,  and 3.   T he results were 
documented i n t he Draft Regional Assessment, S tateline Solar Far m Project (BLM Case File 
Number CACA-48669) (Regional Assessment; NatureServe 2012). 

As discussed in the Regional Assessment, desert tortoises within the Northern Ivanpah Valley 
Unit currently have limited connectivity to areas outside of the Unit due to the presence of both 
natural and ant hropogenic f eatures.  T o t he s outhwest, w est, and nor thwest of  t he Northern 
Ivanpah Valley Unit, the rocky slopes and higher elevation of the Clark Mountains and Mesquite 
Range act as a barrier to tortoise migration.   The Regional Assessment evaluates the potential 
for S tateline P ass, between the C lark M ountain R ange and t he Stateline Hills, t o ac t as  a 
corridor for tortoise connectivity through this area to the northwest, into Mesquite Valley.  To the 
north, a narrow corridor, now occupied by the town of Primm, once acted as a corridor for 
connectivity between the Ivanpah Valley in California and Ivanpah Valley in Nevada.  However, 
this corridor is now occupied by I-15 and the development of Primm.  In addition, a 22,000 acre 
fenced area known as the Large-Scale Translocation Site (LSTS) is located immediately north 
of Primm, and ef fectively blocks the remainder of  this corridor. Removal of the fencing around 
the L STS in N evada w est of  I -15, which is planned for the future, will improve connectivity 
between and am ong desert tortoise populations.  Ivanpah Dry Lake to the east as well as I-15 
to the southeast and south effectively constrains movements of  desert tortoise to their current 
area within the Northern Ivanpah Valley Unit.  W hile there are culverts that pass beneath I-15 
and the Union Pacific rail line to allow some passage of desert tortoise into the adjacent areas, 
opportunities for movement into surrounding areas within the Ivanpah Basin are limited. 

The Regional Assessment discussed the observation that the Stateline Pass area held greatest 
interest for regional connectivity for desert tortoise due t o i ts pr oximity t o t he S tateline S olar 
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Farm P roject.  T he R egional A ssessment not ed, how ever, t hat while the modeling for 
connectivity t hrough t he S tateline P ass s howed a hi gh potential for connectivity, t his ar ea i s 
narrow in places and may be less than the area hypothesized by the USFWS (USFWS 2011a, 
USFWS 2012) as being necessary for desert tortoise habitat linkages. 

Areas south of the Desert Stateline Solar Farm (e.g. between Cima Dome and the New York 
Mountains) were modeled as having a g ood potential for connectivity.  However, the Regional 
Assessment not es that i n t he U SFWS B iological O pinion for t he I vanpah SEGS p roject 
(USFWS 2011a), the width, habi tat pot ential, i nfrastructure and ot her f actors severely l imited 
the area’s potential as a linkage to other desert tortoise populations.  In addition, this area is on 
the opposite side of I-15 from the Northern Ivanpah Valley Unit, limiting the potential for 
connectivity to this area. 

In the larger picture of demographic connectivity, the habitat remaining on the west side of the 
Lucy Gray Mountains in Nevada would serve as a corridor between DWMAs and critical habitat 
units.  The best demographic l inkage c onnecting t he I vanpah c ritical habi tat uni t and t he E l 
Dorado critical habitat unit is the undisturbed habitat between the Lucy Gray Mountains and the 
east edge of the First Solar Silver State South project.   T he operator of the Silver State South 
project and the BLM and USFWS have recently agreed to an alternative that keeps this linkage 
above a minimum width, allowing tortoise connectivity between populations. 

Based on t hese f actors, w hile t here w ould be a l oss of  des ert tortoise habitat with the 
construction of the Desert Stateline Solar Farm, the project would not significantly reduce the 
existing connectivity between the Northern Ivanpah Valley Unit and other adjacent populations.  
Although that connectivity is poor, and would remain poor, it would be minimally affected by the 
project.  In particular, the potential connectivity via the Stateline Pass into the Mesquite Valley 
would be reduced by the lack of tortoises occupying the project area, and the reduction of 
space due t o the proximity of  the project to Ivanpah SEGS.  Due to its distance from I-15, the 
project would not  affect the potential for mobility of  desert t ortoises i nto adj acent l ocal ar eas 
through the use of culverts beneath I15 or the Union Pacific Railroad line.   

Within the Northern Ivanpah Valley Unit itself, the location of the Proposed Action would affect 
mobility of tortoise, especially on the west side between the facility and Ivanpah SEGSs, and 
between the f acility and t he topographic f eature known as  Metamorphic H ill.  C urrently, even 
with t he pr esence of  the Ivanpah SEGS f acility, t ortoises w ithin t he N orthern I vanpah V alley 
Unit hav e f ree r ange of  m ovement i n a 360-degree radius around Ivanpah SEGS and 
Metamorphic H ill, i ncluding a c orridor of  approximately 5,000 f eet of  habitat south of Ivanpah 
SEGS, between Ivanpah SEGS and I -15.  The connectivity south of Ivanpah SEGS is currently 
reduced by the presence of translocation pens, but these will be removed within five years, and 
that area would again be available as habitat. 

The s ite configuration f or t he S tateline Solar Far m Proposed Action ( Alternative 1) is located 
directly abut ting Metamorphic H ill on t he west s ide, and al most di rectly abutting Ivanpah Dry 
Lake on the east side.  Tortoises have been documented on Metamorphic Hill, and the hill is not 
considered a barrier to connectivity.  However, at that location, the fence of the project and the 
fence of Ivanpah SEGS would be w ithin 2, 500 f eet of  eac h ot her, r educing t he w idth of  t his 
corridor and therefore further r educing c onnectivity eas t of  M etamorphic H ill. Should t he 
Proposed Action be i mplemented, t he potential f or t ortoises to range for 360-degrees around 
the solar facilities would be restricted on the east side, between Metamorphic Hill and I vanpah 
Dry Lake.  T his restriction, in turn, would reduce the potential for tortoises located south of the 
solar f acilities t o ac cess t he S tateline P ass ar ea, and us e t his ar ea f or regional connectivity.   
The east-west travel of tortoises on the north side of  Ivanpah SEGS and t he Proposed Action 
would also be constricted from t he present situation.  A habitat corridor between t he toe of 
slope of the Clark Mountain R ange of  f airly nar row w idth w ould al low t ortoises t o g et t o t he 
Stateline P ass f rom ar eas t o t he w est and south of Ivanpah SEGS.  U nder t he P roposed 
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Action, this c orridor w ould be appr oximately 1, 875 feet wide, which i s l ess t han t he U SFWS 
width of 1.2 miles. 

 

Predation by Ravens, Coyotes, and Other Predators  

Human activities in the project area potentially provide food or other at tractants in the form of  
trash, litter, or water, which draw unnaturally high num bers of  t ortoise pr edators such as  t he 
common raven, kit fox, and coyote. Common raven populations in some areas of the Mojave 
Desert have increased 1,500 percent from 1968 t o 1988 i n response to expanding human use 
of the desert (Boarman 2002). Since ravens were scarce in this area prior to 1940, the current 
level of raven predation on juvenile desert tortoises is considered to be an unnatural occurrence 
(BLM 1990, USFWS 2008).   

In addi tion to ravens, feral dogs have emerged as major predators of the tortoise. Dogs may 
range several miles into the desert and have been found digging up and k illing desert tortoises 
(USFWS 1994; Evans 2001). Dogs brought to the project site with visitors may harass, injure, 
or kill desert tortoises, particularly if allowed off leash to roam freely in occupied desert tortoise 
habitat. 

Construction and operation of the project would increase r aven and coyote pr esence in the 
project area.  Ravens depend on hum an encroachment to expand into areas where they were 
previously absent or in low abundance. R avens habi tuate t o hum an ac tivities and ar e 
subsidized by the food and water, as well as roosting and nesting resources that are introduced 
or augmented by human encroachment. The Ivanpah Valley currently includes the casinos at 
Primm and the Primm Valley Golf Club that provide food, water features, and r oosting/nesting 
substrates (buildings, signs, lamps, and ut ility poles) that otherwise would be unavailable. This 
development adjacent to the project area provides year-round water and trash subsidies for the 
raven, as well as nesting opportunities.  

Small mammal, fox, coyote, rabbit, lizard, snake, and tortoise road kill along I-15 and other local 
roads also provides an additional attractant and subsidy for opportunistic predators/scavengers 
such as  r avens. R oad k ills w ould m ount w ith i ncreased pr oject c onstruction and operations 
traffic, further exacerbating the raven/predator at tractions and i ncreasing de sert t ortoise 
predation levels. 

Impacts associated with i ncreased pr edation of  des ert t ortoise w ould be r educed t hrough 
implementation of APMs and mitigation measures required by BLM for protection of wildlife and 
other resources.  APMs that would contribute to reducing the potential attraction of predators 
include APM-Wild-1 (desert t ortoise protection measures in NEMO Plan Amendments), APM-
Wild-4 (Noxious Weed Management Plan), APM-Wild-7 (Lighting Restrictions), and APM-Wild-
10 ( Solid W aste Management).  O ther m itigation m easures that would contribute to reducing 
the at traction of  pr edators include MM-Veg-4 ( Noxious W eed Management P lan), MM-Wild-1 
(Oversight by Designated Biologist), MM-Wild-2 (Oversight by Biological Monitors), MM-Wild-3 
(WEAP), and MM-Wild-10 (Raven Management Plan).  T hese measures would not completely 
avoid adverse impacts to the desert tortoise associated with predators, but they would reduce 
such impacts. 

 

Silt Fencing 

During construction activities at the nearby Ivanpah SEGS facility, it was found that silt fencing 
used on the outer boundary fence of the facility had caused the mortality of one tortoise, and of 
numerous snakes, lizards, and s quirrels.  T herefore, it is likely that a s imilar use of silt fencing 
on t he out er boundar y t o t he Proposed Action could also r esult in adverse impacts to desert 
tortoises and other wildlife.  Toi prevent this, Mitigation Measure MM-Water-8 would prohibit silt 
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fence from being installed on t he outer perimeter fence where tortoises can come into contact 
with it.  S ilt fence would still be i nstalled on i nterior fences within the area enclosed by tortoise 
fence. 

 

Tortoise Translocation 

Capturing, handling, and relocating desert tortoises from the proposed site after the installation 
of ex clusion f encing c ould r esult i n har assment and pos sibly deat h or  i njury to i ndividual 
tortoises. Tortoises may die or become injured by capture and r elocation if these methods are 
performed improperly, particularly during extreme temperatures, or if they void their bladders. 
Averill-Murray (2001) determined that tortoises that voided their bladders during handling had 
significantly lower overall s urvival r ates ( 0.81-0.88) t han t hose t hat di d not  v oid ( 0.96). I f 
multiple des ert t ortoises ar e handl ed by  bi ologists w ithout the use of appropriate protective 
measures, pathogens m ay be s pread am ong t he t ortoises, bot h r esident and t ranslocated 
animals. For those t ortoise near  but  not  w ithin t he Stateline site, r emoval of  habi tat w ithin a 
tortoise’s home range or segregating individuals from their home range with a fence would likely 
result in displacement stress that could result in loss of health, exposure, increased risk of 
predation, increased intraspecific competition, and deat h. Tortoises moved outside their home 
ranges would likely attempt to return to the area from which they were moved, therefore making 
it difficult to isolate them from the potential adverse effects associated with project construction.  

The risks and uncertainties of translocation to desert tortoise are well recognized in the desert 
tortoise scientific community. The Desert T ortoise Recovery O ffice ( DTRO) Science Advisory 
Committee has made the following observation regarding desert tortoise translocations (DTRO 
2009, p. 2):  

“As such, consensus (if not unanimity) exists among the Science Advisory Committee and other 
meeting participants that t ranslocation i s f raught with long-term uncertainties, notwithstanding 
recent research showing short-term s uccesses, and s hould not  be c onsidered l ightly as  a 
management opt ion. W hen considered, translocation should be part of  a s trategic population 
augmentation program, t argeted t oward depl eted popul ations i n ar eas c ontaining “ good” 
habitat. The Science A dvisory C ommittee recognizes t hat q uantitative m easures of  habi tat 
quality relative to desert tortoise demographics or population status currently do not exist, and a 
specific m easure of  “ depleted” ( e.g., r atio of  dead t o l ive t ortoises i n surveys of  t he pot ential 
translocation area) was not  i dentified. A ugmentations m ay al so be us eful t o i ncrease l ess 
depleted populations if the goal is to obtain a better demographic structure for long-term 
population persistence. Therefore, any translocations should be accompanied by specific 
monitoring or research to study the effectiveness or success of the translocation relative to 
changes in land use, management, or environmental condition.”  

The Applicant has developed a Draft Translocation Plan (First Solar 2012i) to evaluate potential 
locations for t ranslocation of  t ortoises f rom t he pr oject s ite.  The p otential l ocations f or t he 
recipient s ites were selected us ing c riteria f rom the Translocation of Mojave Desert Tortoises 
from Project Sites: Plan Development Guidance (USFWS 2011b).  These criteria include: 

• Habitat suitable for desert tortoise at all life stages; 

• Disease prevalence of less than 20 percent; 

• Located at  l east 6. 2 m iles from m ajor unf enced r oads or  hi ghways, unless roads are 
protected by exclusion fencing; 

• Located within 24.9 miles of the project site; 

• Linked by connectivity with the project site, to ensure that the project site and recipient 
site populations are genetically similar; 
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• Areas where tortoise populations have been depleted or extirpated; 

• Contain no other rights-of-way or facilities detrimental to the tortoise; and 

• Will be managed for conservation in the future so that future projects will not impact the 
site. 

In addition to the above criteria specified by USFWS, the Applicant considered additional 
criteria, as follows: 

• Locations that would support a tortoise density of no more than 15 adult tortoises per 
square mile following translocation (based on USFWS translocation guidance for the 
Eastern Mojave Recovery Unit); 

• Proximity to home range on the project site; 

• Risk of increased predation in the recipient site; 

• Comparison of baseline disease prevalence between project and recipient sites; 

• Existing tortoise densities and distributions; 

• Similarity of habitat to home range; and 

• Site access. 

To s upport t he dev elopment of  pot ential al ternative s ites, t he A pplicant c onducted tortoise 
surveys within several potential sites during 2011 and 2012, and also conducted vegetation 
surveys to establish habitat characteristics in early 2012.  Other studies provide information to 
support the identification of sites.  The Regional Assessment (NatureServe 2012) evaluated the 
potential for connectivity between the project site and adjacent areas.  The Regional 
Assessment is being supplemented in the spring of  2012 by additional connectivity studies by 
the USGS.  In addition, results from ongoing disease and contaminant exposure studies would 
be used to support selection of an appropriate recipient site. 

 

Other Potential Indirect Impacts 

Other potential indirect effects to the desert tortoise could include: 
• An i ncrease of  w eedy pl ants, especially non-native g rasses, i n t he A ction A rea c ould 

lead to increase f ire f requency i n des ert habi tat l eading t o habi tat deg radation and 
desert tortoise mortality; and 

• Indirect effects could also occur from increased noise, lighting, and dust in areas outside 
the direct effects area. 

Implementing the avoidance, minimization and m itigation m easures and t he P roject-related 
Best M anagement P ractices ( BMPs) di scussed i n t he S ections 2. 3 t o 2.7 of the BA would 
reduce the area and intensity of these effects; however, the Project would still result in indirect 
adverse effects to desert t ortoise through the potential for harm ( 50 CFR 17.3). The 
translocation recipient site(s) includes a maximum of 9,050 acres of desert tortoise habitat that 
would be pot entially s ubjected t o i ndirect effects r esulting f rom t he addi tion of  t ranslocated 
tortoises and required monitoring per the USFWS t ranslocation guidelines (USFWS 2011b). 
The translocation control site includes approximately 5,000 acres of desert tortoise habitat that 
will be pot entially subjected t o i ndirect ef fects r esulting f rom t he required monitoring per the 
USFWS translocation guidelines (USFWS 2011b).  
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Banded Gila Monster  
Gila m onsters w ere not  det ected dur ing field surveys, but s uitable habi tat ex ists on 
Metamorphic Hill and the Clark Mountains in the vicinity of the Project area (First Solar 2012n).  
This species is difficult to detect and cannot be assumed to be absent based on the absence of 
observations. I f pr esent, t his s pecies m ay be har med dur ing s urface di sturbance activities. 
Construction activities could also result in direct mortality, injury, or harassment of individuals as 
a result of encounters w ith v ehicles or  heav y eq uipment. W hile r elocation of  banded G ila 
monster may temporarily remove the lizard from the construction area, this species shows high 
fidelity to its original site. Tortoise fencing may provide exclusion protection, though that has not 
been documented.  

Construction of  t he Project would disturb 2,023 acres that might provide cover, foraging, and 
breeding habitat for banded G ila monsters.  If present within the project area, adverse impacts 
to individuals are probable.  Operational impacts would be comparable to those experienced by 
other reptiles within the project area as des cribed abov e f or w ildlife r esources.  Removal of  
facilities initially w ould hav e s imilar i mpacts t o t hose des cribed f or c onstruction. R eclamation 
following closure and decommissioning may take decades. Because reestablishment of desert 
vegetative c ommunities w ould t ake dec ades and may differ i n c omposition t han t he pr e-
disturbance vegetative community, these permanent changes in the vegetative communities 
would alter the ecosystem’s ability to sustain the same numbers of banded Gila monster that 
potentially currently occur at the site. Given the solitary and secretive habits of the banded Gila 
monster, impacts to individuals and the ability of any nearby populations to recolonize the site in 
the future is speculative.  

Based on the low probability of occurrence within the site, the project would not likely adversely 
affect banded Gila monster. 

 

Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and Other Bird Species  
The l oss of  ac tive m igratory bi rd nes ts or  y oung i s r egulated by  the federal Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act and Fi sh and G ame Code section 3503. The MBTA provides that i t i s unlawful t o 
"pursue, hunt, take, capture, kill, attempt to take, capture or kill, possess, offer for sale, sell, 
offer to purchase, purchase, deliver for shipment, ship, cause to be shipped, deliver for 
transportation, transport, cause to be transported, carry, or cause to be carried by any means 
whatsoever, receive for shipment, transportation or carriage, or export, at any time, or in any 
manner, any migratory bird, included in the terms of this Convention . . . for the protection of 
migratory birds . . . or any part, nest, or egg of any such bird" (16 United States Code [U.S.C.] 
703).  

Direct and indirect impacts to bird species f or construction would be s imilar t o t hose impacts 
described above, including loss of habitat quantity and quality, pot ential i mpairment within 
movement c orridors, m ortality due t o v ehicle/bird c ollisions, and i ndirect impacts from 
construction and i ncreased human activity levels. I f surface disturbance activities occur during 
the breeding season for passerines, raptors, and other summer avian residents (approximately 
March t hrough J uly), nes t or  t erritory abandonm ent or  t he loss of eggs or young (loss of 
productivity) for the breeding season could result. Impacts to nesting birds would depend on the 
nest location relative to the proposed disturbance area, the phase of the breeding period, and 
the level and duration of the disturbance. 

 

Golden Eagle 
The Proposed Action occurs in the distribution range of golden eagles and is within 10 miles of 
12 nes ting territories ( 7 of  the 12 territories w ere det ermined t o be ac tive dur ing t he 2010 
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golden eagle nest surveys; WRI 2010). The closest active nest is approximately 2 miles to the 
northwest of the project site, near the Umberci Mine (First Solar 2012n).  Although no golden 
eagle nes t sites occur within the project area, potential nes ting habi tat ( e.g., ex posed r ocky 
outcrops) oc curs w ithin t he Project S tudy A rea.  In addi tion, t he pr oject s ite i s l ocated w ithin 
foraging distance from the identified nests. 

Potential direct impacts to breeding eagles as a result of construction and operation activities 
could include injury or mortality due to vehicle collisions, abandonment of a breeding territory or 
nest s ite, or t he pot ential l oss of  eg gs or  y oung, w hich w ould reduce pr oductivity f or t hat 
breeding s eason, i f pr esent.  Direct impacts also would include the permanent reduction of 
approximately 2,023 acres of pot ential f oraging habi tat as sociated w ith dev elopment of  t he 
project.  Development of the project would result in an incremental increase in noise and human 
presence, and these could cause an indirect impact to golden eagles.  The project would also 
include a 2. 3 m ile long g en-tie t ransmission l ine, w hich w ould pr esent a potential collision 
hazard. 

Potential i mpacts to golden eagles would be reduced through implementation of APMs and 
mitigation measures required by BLM for protection of wildlife and other resources.  APMs that 
would c ontribute t o r educing pot ential di rect i mpacts t o g olden eagles include MM-Wild-3 
(WEAP), MM-Wild-4 (Delineation of Sensitive A reas), and M M-Wild-11 ( Bird and B at 
Conservation Strategy, including an Eagle Conservation Plan). 

 
Burrowing Owl 
Burrowing owls have been observed within the vicinity of the project area, and suitable breeding 
habitat is present throughout the Project Study Area.  During the focused surveys, non-nesting 
burrowing ow ls w ere obs erved i n 2008  and i n 2 011 ( First S olar 2012n ).  The m ost r ecent 
surveys identified two burrows, with sign, within the Proposed Action footprint.  If present, direct 
and i ndirect impacts t o the bur rowing owl would be t he same as  discussed above f or golden 
eagles. There could be a di rect take of an ac tive nest, if the owls are nesting.   Direct impacts 
also would include the permanent reduction of  approximately 2,023 acres of potential foraging 
and nes ting habitat as sociated w ith dev elopment of  t he pr oject.  Development of the project 
would result in an incremental increase in noise and human presence, and these could cause 
an i ndirect impact to  burrowing owls.  The pr oject would al so i nclude a 2. 3 m ile long g en-tie 
transmission line, which would present a potential collision hazard. 

Impacts to bur rowing owls would be r educed through implementation of APMs and mitigation 
measures required by BLM for protection of wildlife and ot her r esources.  A PMs t hat w ould 
contribute to reducing potential direct impacts to burrowing owls include APM-Wild-5 
(avoidance of nesting bi rds).  O ther m itigation m easures t hat w ould c ontribute t o r educing 
potential d irect i mpacts to bur rowing ow ls include M M-Wild-1 (Oversight by  D esignated 
Biologist), M M-Wild-2 ( Oversight by  B iological M onitors), M M-Wild-3 (WEAP), MM-Wild-4 
(Delineation of  Sensitive Areas), MM-Wild-5 (Use of Existing Routes and Speed Limits), MM-
Wild-11 (Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy), and MM-Wild-12 (Seasonal Vegetation Removal 
Restrictions). 

 

Northern Harrier 
There are no formal survey protocols for the northern harrier; however, observations of northern 
harriers were r ecorded dur ing surveys for other species between 2008 and 2012,  and dur ing 
seasonal avian point counts since 2010.  O ne individual was observed outside the Study Area 
(First Solar 2012n).  Nesting habitat within the Study Area is limited. 
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If present, direct and i ndirect impacts to the northern harrier would be the same as discussed 
above for golden eagles. Direct impacts also would include the permanent reduction of 
approximately 2,023 ac res of pot ential f oraging habi tat as sociated w ith dev elopment of  t he 
project.  Development of the project would result in an incremental increase in noise and human 
presence, and t hese could cause an i ndirect impact to the northern harrier.  The project would 
also include a 2. 3 mile long gen-tie transmission line, which would present a pot ential collision 
hazard. 

Impacts to t he northern har rier would be r educed t hrough i mplementation of APMs and 
mitigation measures required by BLM for protection of wildlife and other resources.  APMs that 
would contribute to reducing potential direct impacts to the northern harrier include APM-Wild-5 
(avoidance of nesting bi rds).  O ther m itigation m easures t hat w ould c ontribute t o r educing 
potential direct impacts to the northern harrier include MM-Wild-1 (Oversight by Designated 
Biologist), M M-Wild-2 ( Oversight by  B iological M onitors), M M-Wild-3 (WEAP), MM-Wild-4 
(Delineation of  Sensitive Areas), MM-Wild-5 (Use of Existing Routes and Speed Limits), MM-
Wild-11 (Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy), and MM-Wild-12 (Seasonal Vegetation Removal 
Restrictions). 

 

Prairie Falcon 
Prairie falcons were observed within the Study Area in 2008 and 2010; however, nesting habitat 
does not exist within the Study Area.  If present, direct and indirect impacts to the migrating and 
foraging falcons would be the same as discussed above for golden eagles. Direct impacts also 
would include the permanent reduction of approximately 2,023 acres of potential foraging 
habitat associated with development of the project.  Development of the project would result in 
an i ncremental i ncrease i n noi se and human pr esence, and t hese c ould cause an indirect 
impact to prairie falcons.  The project would also include a 2.3 mile long gen-tie transmission 
line, which would present a potential collision hazard. 

Impacts to the prairie falcon would be reduced through implementation of APMs and mitigation 
measures required by BLM f or pr otection of wildlife and other resources.  APMs that would 
contribute t o r educing pot ential di rect i mpacts t o t he prairie f alcon include A PM-Wild-5 
(avoidance of nesting bi rds).  O ther m itigation m easures t hat w ould c ontribute t o r educing 
potential direct i mpacts t o t he prairie f alcon include M M-Wild-1 ( Oversight by  D esignated 
Biologist), M M-Wild-2 ( Oversight by  B iological M onitors), M M-Wild-3 (WEAP), MM-Wild-4 
(Delineation of  Sensitive Areas), MM-Wild-5 (Use of Existing Routes and Speed Limits), MM-
Wild-11 (Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy), and MM-Wild-12 (Seasonal Vegetation Removal 
Restrictions). 

 

Loggerhead Shrike, Bendire’s Thrasher, Crissal Thrasher, and Le Conte’s Thrasher 
Loggerhead shrike and Le C onte’s t hrasher were obs erved within t he S tudy A rea dur ing 
surveys and suitable nesting and f oraging habitat was identified. Bendire’s thrasher and crissal 
thrasher were not identified during surveys, but potential nesting habitat exists within the site.  If 
present, direct and indirect impacts to these species would be the same as discussed above for 
golden eagles. Direct impacts also would include the direct take of nests and permanent 
reduction of approximately 2,023 acres of potential foraging and nesting habitat associated with 
development of the project.  Development of the project would result in an incremental increase 
in noise and human presence, and these could cause an indirect impact to the loggerhead 
shrike, Bendire’s t hrasher, crissal thrasher, and Le C onte’s t hrasher.  The project would also 
include a 2. 3 m ile long g en-tie t ransmission l ine, w hich w ould pr esent a potential collision 
hazard. 
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Impacts t o t hese s pecies w ould be r educed t hrough i mplementation of APMs and mitigation 
measures required by BLM f or pr otection of wildlife and other resources.  APMs that would 
contribute to reducing potential direct impacts to these species include APM-Wild-5 (avoidance 
of nesting birds).  O ther mitigation measures that would contribute to reducing potential direct 
impacts t o t hese s pecies include M M-Wild-1 ( Oversight by  D esignated B iologist), M M-Wild-2 
(Oversight by Biological Monitors), MM-Wild-3 (WEAP), MM-Wild-4 (Delineation of Sensitive 
Areas), M M-Wild-5 (Use of  E xisting R outes and S peed Li mits), M M-Wild-11 ( Bird and B at 
Conservation Strategy), and MM-Wild-12 (Seasonal Vegetation Removal Restrictions). 

 

Mammals  
Nelson’s Bighorn Sheep  
Surveys for golden eagles within the project area documented 41 bighorn s heep at v arious 
locations i n pr oximity t o t he Project Study A rea i ncluding at  D evil’s P eak, D evil’s C anyon, 
Ivanpah Valley, and t he Stateline Hills ( WRI 2010).  H owever, a habitat evaluation tool 
developed for the Desert National Wildlife Range in Nevada indicates that the majority of the 
Project Study Area is not defined as important bighorn sheep habitat due to low to moderate 
scores in the seven assessment factors (First Solar 2012n). 

In general, bighorn sheep primarily occupy mountainous terrain for habitat, using alluvial fans 
and washes as seasonal foraging habitat and mountain valleys as movement corridors between 
mountain r anges. Nelson’s bighorn sheep ar e k nown t o occur i n the nearby Clark Mountains 
and on Metamorphic Hill, and could potentially use the Stateline project site as foraging habitat 
and possibly as a migratory corridor (Jaeger 1994). 

If present, t he pr oject c ould r educe t he av ailability of  s easonal f orage f or N elson’s bi ghorn 
sheep, though the project area represents a s mall f raction of  t he t otal av ailable habi tat.  
Potential direct impacts to this species could include the incremental long-term reduction of 
potential forage and the incremental increase of habitat fragmentation from vegetation removal 
associated with construction and development activities. The project would result in the 
permanent loss of 2,023 acres associated with the project area. This anticipated loss of habitat 
would result in a small, incremental reduction in the amount of available habitat and is expected 
to have little impact on t he existing desert bighorn sheep population that occurs in the project 
vicinity. Based on review of the l iterature ( Jaeger 1994) , f encing of  t he pr oject ar ea w ould 
reduce foraging opportunities for bighorn on t he bajada. Additionally, the project would narrow 
the w idth of  m ovement c orridors bet ween C lark M ountain and t he S tateline H ills. H uman 
disturbance would increase stress to bighorn sheep, f rom dust and hum an activity. Stress has 
been shown to increase frequency of disease in some populations.  No important desert 
bighorn sheep movement corridors or seasonal habitats would be directly impacted from project 
activities. Therefore, impacts to desert bighorn sheep populations are expected to be low. 

 

American Badger  
American badgers were not detected within the Study Area, but suitable habitat exists.  
Additionally, badgers have been observed adjacent to the project area on the Ivanpah SEGS 
site.   Construction and operation of the Project would disturb 2,023 acres of potential American 
badger habi tat. C onstruction a ctivities could k ill or  i njure A merican badg ers by  c rushing w ith 
heavy equipment, or could bury them within a den, particularly since badgers are nocturnal and 
undergo t orpor i n w inter m onths. C onstruction ac tivities c ould also result in disturbance or  
harassment of  i ndividuals.  Removal of  f acilities i nitially w ould hav e s imilar impacts to those 
described f or c onstruction. R eclamation of  pl ant c ommunities following closure and 
decommissioning may take decades. Because reestablishment of desert vegetative 
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communities would be tong-term and ultimately may differ in composition than the pre-
disturbance v egetative c ommunity, t he al tered v egetative c ommunities c ould l imit t he 
ecosystem’s ability to sustain the same density of  American badger that currently occur at the 
site.  

 

Special Status Bat Species 
A bat habitat assessment and surveys performed in 2010 and 2011 within the full Project Study 
Area ( Brown 2011 ; First S olar 2012n ) identified s uitable habi tat f or s everal bat  s pecies, 
including pal lid bat s, western pi pistrelles, and C alifornia l eaf-nosed bat s. No r oost s ites were 
located within the Project Study Area, but general areas that may serve as potential roosts and 
foraging sites were identified.   

The Umberci Mine, located approximately 1.5 miles northwest of the Study Area, serves as a 
maternity colony and hibernation site for Townsend’s big-eared bats (First Solar 2012n). Over 
one hundred bats exited the mine on May 16, 2011 and a torpid Townsend’s big-eared bat was 
found w hen t he m ine w as entered (Brown 2011). A lthough not  det ected dur ing ec holocation 
surveys w ithin t he project s ite, t his s pecies c ould f orage ov er t he project area and not  be 
detected due t o t heir c haracteristically f aint c alls (First S olar 2012n ). Pallid bat s and small-
footed myotis were detected in a shallow r ock cave in the foothills just north of the Project 
Study Area. Echolocation signals recorded near the dry lake bed suggested that pallid bats are 
roosting within small rock crevices on the ground and bur rows throughout other portions of the 
Project Study Area (First Solar 2012n).  

These special status bat species may experience some loss of roosting and foraging habitat. 
Townsend’s big-eared bats primarily roost in caves and mines, therefore construction activities 
would not impact roost sites for this species. These species would experience loss of foraging 
habitat up t o 2,023 acres. Construction impacts to special status bats would be c omparable to 
construction i mpacts f or ot her avian species, including potential v ehicle s trikes an d l oss of  
habitat.  Operational impacts to these bat species would include loss of foraging and r oosting 
habitat; collision with communications towers, transmission lines, and other elevated structures; 
attraction t o ni ghttime l ighting; i ncreased dus t; i ncreased noise and i ncreased hum an ac tivity 
that disrupts normal behavior; haz ards w ithin m ovement c orridors, ham pering nor mal 
movement bet ween f oraging habi tat and w ater s ources; and habitat fragmentation. Although 
habitats adj acent t o t he project m ay s upport s ome di splaced ani mals, s pecies t hat are at or 
near carrying capacity could suffer some increased mortality rates due to displacement.  

Removal of facilities initially would have similar impacts to those described for construction. 
Reclamation following closure and decommissioning may take decades. While reestablishment 
of desert vegetative communities would take decades and may differ in composition than the 
pre-disturbance v egetative community, t he r eclamation of  project s ite w ould incrementally 
increase t he am ount of  f oraging habi tat available t o s pecial s tatus bat species in the region. 
The absence of structures would reduce injuries and fatalities due to collision. 

Impacts to bat species would be r educed t hrough i mplementation of  m itigation m easures 
required by BLM for protection of wildlife and other resources.  Mitigation measures that would 
contribute t o r educing pot ential di rect and i ndirect i mpacts t o bat  species include MM-Wild-1 
(Oversight by Designated Biologist), MM-Wild-2 (Oversight by Biological Monitors), MM-Wild-3 
(WEAP), MM-Wild-4 (Delineation of  Sensitive Areas), MM-Wild-5 (Use of  Existing Routes and 
Speed Limits), MM-Wild-11 (Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy), and MM-Wild-12 (Seasonal 
Vegetation Removal Restrictions). 
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Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
Under the P roposed A ction, the B LM w ould m odify t he ex isting I vanpah D WMA t o i nclude 
approximately 23,254 acres to the north and west of I-15. The land area that would be added to 
the Ivanpah DWMA is shown in Table 4.22-2. 

 
Table 4.22-2. Acreage to be Modified in Ivanpah DWMA, Alternative 1 

Land Area Acreage in Land Area 
Current Ivanpah DWMA 37,280 ac 
Total in Northern Ivanpah Unit + 29,110 ac 
Ivanpah SEGS -3,471 ac 
Caltrans JPOE -133 ac 
Desert Express -109 ac 
Stateline Alternative 1 -2,143 ac 
Subtotal New Acreage Added to DWMA 23,254 ac 
Removal of Ivanpah Playa -2,997 ac 
Final Total in Modified DWMA 57,537 ac 

 
This area was originally recommended for inclusion in the Ivanpah DWMA by the USFWS in the 
1994 Desert Tortoise (Mojave Population) Recovery Plan (Recovery Plan), and is referred to as 
the Northern Ivanpah Valley U nit i n t he 2002 N EMO F inal EIS, am endment t o t he C alifornia 
Desert Conservation A rea P lan. T his ar ea was ultimately not i ncluded i n t he Ivanpah DWMA 
because it was relatively small, was separated from other desert tortoise populations in the 
NEMO Planning Area by I-15 and I vanpah Dry Lake, and under going substantial development 
pressures, particularly adjacent to I-15 (BLM 2002).  

Despite the relatively small, fragmented nature of this area, new information is available which 
supports establishing additional protections to allow the desert tortoise to persist in the western 
portion of Ivanpah Valley. As stated in the 1994 Recovery Plan and the NEMO Final EIS, the 
non-lakebed portions of the valley contain excellent quality desert tortoise habitat and support 
high densities of tortoises. Tortoises are distributed patchily, even within good habitat, and t he 
area to be included in this modification supports a healthy, viable desert tortoise population. 

Protocol l evel s urveys c onducted by t he A pplicant in the P roposed A ction ar ea, pot ential 
alternative l ocations, and potential translocation recipient s ites reflect a v iable popul ation 
persisting in this area. The density of tortoises in the Proposed Action and alternative site areas 
ranges from 9 to 15 adult tortoises per square mile, and the density in the Perimeter Recipient 
Site, which would be i ncluded within the expanded DWMA, is 8 adul t tortoises per square mile 
(First Solar 2012i). 

In addition to these comprehensive density estimates, which were not previously available, the 
development pr essure on t his ar ea has  i ncreased s ubstantially. D evelopment w as originally 
anticipated t o oc cur only adj acent t o I-15, w hich w ould have left l arge t racts of  t he v alley 
undisturbed and enabl ed the valley to continue to support a viable desert tortoise population, 
despite the fragmentation issues. The increase in renewable energy development pressure in 
Ivanpah Valley is such that if the appropriate protections are not put into place, the remaining 
habitat may no l onger be abl e t o s upport t he r esident des ert t ortoise popul ation. In addi tion, 
there is more connectivity t han or iginally t hought. A s a r esult, m ovement bet ween t his 
population and other populations may be pos sible under I-15 via culverts and across Stateline 
Pass, through the Stateline Wilderness area into Mesquite Valley. As such, this area may not 
be as isolated as described in the 2002 NEMO Plan, and this population may play a m ore 
important role in the greater meta-population than previously anticipated. 

The ex pansion of  t he I vanpah D WMA t o i nclude t he l ands immediately north and west of 
Primm, Nevada, would allow the continued existence of a healthy, viable resident population of 
desert tortoises which have been persisting in high densities in this area despite existing 
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fragmentation. This area would be incorporated into the existing Ivanpah DWMA and would 
adopt all associated land use restrictions, including: 

• Cumulative new surface disturbance on public lands administered by the BLM within any 
desert tortoise wildlife management ar ea shall be no more than one percent of BLM 
Lands. (NEMO Volume II Pg. A-5); and 

• Compensation for disturbances of public lands within the desert tortoise ACEC’s shall be 
required at the rate of f ive acres for each acre disturbed. (BLM 2002; NEMO Volume II 
Pg. A-6). 

Because t he pur pose of  t he m odification w ould be t o enhanc e pr otections f or the desert 
tortoise, the action of modifying the boundary of the DWMA would constitute a beneficial impact 
on the tortoise, as well as all other wildlife species discussed in this section. 

 

4.22.3.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Significance conclusions for the impacts identified for each phase of the project (Construction, 
Operation and Maintenance, and D ecommissioning) are presented below based on t he CEQA 
Significance Cr iteria presented in Section 4.22.2.  Only those significance criteria which were 
determined to be relevant to the project are addressed below: 

 

Wild-1 

Construction 
Construction of  t he Proposed A ction i s ant icipated t o r esult i n i mpacts t o i ndividuals o f 15 
special status wildlife species that are either present, or have a moderate to high probability of 
being pr esent, w ithin t he project area.  Impacts w ould primarily occur f rom t he per manent 
displacement of individuals from 2,023 acres of their current habitat by removal of vegetation 
and site grading, fencing of the area to preclude the return of wildlife species, and the action of 
the project fence in reducing connectivity between wildlife populations. 

 

Desert Tortoise 
Construction of the project would have a direct adverse effect on the desert tortoise, resulting in 
the displacement of  approximately 40 adult desert tortoises, and per manently impacting 2,023 
acres of desert tortoise habitat.   

Impacts to desert tortoise individuals and habitat would be r educed through implementation of  
APMs and mitigation measures required for protection of wildlife and other resources.  APMs 
that would contribute t o r educing pot ential di rect and i ndirect impacts associated with loss or 
degradation of desert tortoise habitat include APM-Wild-1 (desert tortoise protection measures 
in NEMO Plan Amendments), APM-Wild-2 (relocation of tortoises), APM-Wild-4 (Noxious Weed 
Management P lan), A PM-Wild-6 ( Dust C ontrol), A PM-Wild-8 ( chemical s torage), A PM-Wild-9 
(fuel storage), and APM-Wild-10 (Solid Waste Management).  Other mitigation measures that 
would contribute to reducing potential direct and indirect wildlife impacts associated with desert 
tortoise habi tat l oss or  deg radation i nclude M M-Air-1 ( Air Q uality C onstruction M anagement 
Plan), M M-Veg-1 ( Minimize I mpacts t o V egetation C ommunities), M M-Veg-2 ( Designated 
Biologist), MM-Veg-3 (Special-Status Plant Avoidance and Restoration), MM -Veg-4 ( Noxious 
Weed Management Plan), MM-Veg-5 (Revegetation of Temporary Disturbed Areas), MM-Veg-6 
(Streambed Alteration A greement), MM -Water-8 ( Construction S WPPP), M M-Water-9 (S torm 
Water Management Plan), MM-Water-10 (Spill Control and Environmental Training), MM-Wild-1 
(Oversight by Designated Biologist), MM-Wild-2 (Oversight by Biological Monitors), MM-Wild-3 
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(WEAP), MM-Wild-4 (Delineation of Sensitive Areas), MM-Wild-5 (Use of  Existing Routes and 
Speed Limits), and MM-Wild-8 (Habitat Acquisition for Desert Tortoise). 

Banded Gila Monster 
Based on the low probability of occurrence within the site, the project would not likely adversely 
affect banded Gila monster.  Impacts would be less than significant. 

 

Golden Eagle 
The project occurs in the distribution range of golden eagles and is within 10 miles of 12 nesting 
territories ( 7 of  t he 12 territories were determined t o be ac tive dur ing t he 2010 g olden eag le 
nest surveys; WRI 2010). The closest active nest is approximately 2 miles to the northwest of 
the pr oject s ite, near  t he U mberci Mine ( First S olar 2012n ).  A lthough no g olden eag le nest 
sites o ccur within the project ar ea, pot ential nes ting habi tat ( e.g., ex posed r ocky out crops) 
occurs w ithin the Project Study Area.  In addition, t he pr oject site i s l ocated w ithin f oraging 
distance from the identified nests. 

Potential impacts to golden eagles would be reduced through implementation of APMs and 
mitigation measures required for protection of wildlife and other resources.  APMs that would 
contribute to reducing potential direct impacts t o g olden eag les i nclude M M-Wild-3 ( WEAP), 
MM-Wild-4 ( Delineation of  S ensitive A reas), and M M-Wild-11 ( Bird and B at C onservation 
Strategy, including an Eagle Conservation Plan).  Implementation of the Applicant’s proposed 
measures and mitigation measures listed w ould r educe i mpacts on t he golden eag le to l ess 
than significant levels under CEQA. 

 

Burrowing Owl 
Burrowing owls have been observed within the vicinity of the project area, and suitable breeding 
habitat i s present t hroughout t he Project Study Area.  During the focused surveys, burrowing 
owls w ere obs erved i n 2008  and i n 2 011 ( First Solar 2012n).  The most recent surveys 
identified two burrows with sign within the Proposed Action footprint. 

Impacts to bur rowing owls would be reduced through implementation of APMs and mitigation 
measures required for protection of wildlife and other resources.  APMs that would contribute to 
reducing potential direct impacts to burrowing owls include APM-Wild-5 (avoidance of nesting 
birds).  O ther mitigation measures that would contribute to reducing potential direct impacts to 
burrowing owls include MM-Wild-1 (Oversight by Designated Biologist), MM-Wild-2 (Oversight 
by Biological Monitors), MM-Wild-3 (WEAP), MM-Wild-4 (Delineation of Sensitive Areas), MM-
Wild-5 (Use of Existing Routes and Speed Limits), MM-Wild-11 (Bird and Bat Conservation 
Strategy), and MM-Wild-12 (Seasonal Vegetation Removal Restrictions).  Implementation of the 
Applicant’s proposed m easures and m itigation m easures l isted w ould r educe i mpacts on the 
burrowing owl to less than significant levels under CEQA. 

 

Northern Harrier 
There are no formal survey protocols for the northern harrier; however, observations of northern 
harriers were recorded during surveys f or other species between 2008 and 2012,  and  during 
seasonal avian point counts since 2010.  O ne individual was observed outside the Study Area 
(First Solar 2012n).  Nesting habitat within the Study Area is limited. 

Impacts to the northern har rier would be r educed through implementation of  A PMs and 
mitigation measures required for protection of wildlife and other resources.  APMs that would 
contribute t o r educing potential di rect i mpacts t o t he nor thern har rier include APM-Wild-5 
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(avoidance of nesting bi rds).  O ther m itigation m easures t hat w ould c ontribute t o r educing 
potential direct impacts to the northern harrier include MM-Wild-1 (Oversight by Designated 
Biologist), M M-Wild-2 ( Oversight by  B iological M onitors), M M-Wild-3 (WEAP), MM-Wild-4 
(Delineation of  Sensitive Areas), MM-Wild-5 (Use of Existing Routes and Speed Limits), MM-
Wild-11 (Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy), and MM-Wild-12 (Seasonal Vegetation Removal 
Restrictions).  Implementation of the Applicant’s proposed measures and mitigation measures 
listed would reduce impacts on the northern harrier to less than significant levels under CEQA. 

 

Prairie Falcon 
Prairie falcons were observed within the Study Area in 2008 and 2010; however, nesting habitat 
does not exist within the Study Area. 

Impacts to the prairie falcon would be reduced through implementation of APMs and mitigation 
measures required for protection of wildlife and other resources.  APMs that would contribute to 
reducing potential direct impacts to the prairie falcon include APM-Wild-5 (avoidance of nesting 
birds).  O ther mitigation measures that would contribute to reducing potential direct impacts to 
the prairie falcon include MM-Wild-1 (Oversight by Designated Biologist), MM-Wild-2 (Oversight 
by Biological Monitors), MM-Wild-3 (WEAP), MM-Wild-4 (Delineation of  Sensitive Areas), MM-
Wild-5 (Use of Existing Routes and Speed Limits), MM-Wild-11 (Bird and Bat Conservation 
Strategy), and MM-Wild-12 (Seasonal Vegetation Removal Restrictions).  Implementation of the 
Applicant’s proposed m easures and mitigation m easures l isted w ould r educe i mpacts on the 
prairie falcon to less than significant levels under CEQA. 

 

Loggerhead Shrike, Bendire’s Thrasher, Crissal Thrasher, and Le Conte’s Thrasher 
Loggerhead shrike and Le C onte’s t hrasher w ere obs erved w ithin t he S tudy A rea dur ing 
surveys and suitable nesting and foraging habitat was identified. Bendire’s thrasher and Crissal 
thrasher were not identified during surveys, but potential nesting habitat exists within the site. 

Impacts t o these s pecies would be r educed through implementation of  A PMs and m itigation 
measures required for protection of wildlife and other resources.  APMs that would contribute to 
reducing potential di rect i mpacts t o t hese s pecies i nclude A PM-Wild-5 ( avoidance of  nes ting 
birds).  O ther mitigation measures that would contribute to reducing potential direct impacts to 
these species include MM-Wild-1 (Oversight by Designated Biologist), MM-Wild-2 (Oversight by 
Biological M onitors), M M-Wild-3 ( WEAP), M M-Wild-4 ( Delineation of  S ensitive A reas), MM -
Wild-5 (Use of Existing Routes and Speed Limits), MM-Wild-11 (Bird and Bat Conservation 
Strategy), and MM-Wild-12 (Seasonal Vegetation Removal Restrictions).  Implementation of the 
Applicant’s proposed measures and mitigation measures listed would reduce impacts on these 
species to less than significant levels under CEQA. 

 

Nelson’s Bighorn Sheep  
Surveys for golden eagles within the project area documented 41 bighorn s heep at v arious 
locations i n pr oximity t o t he Project Study A rea i ncluding at  D evil’s P eak, D evil’s C anyon, 
Ivanpah Valley, and t he Stateline Hills ( WRI 2010).  H owever, a habitat evaluation tool 
developed for the Desert National Wildlife Range in Nevada indicates that the majority of the 
Project Study Area is not defined as important bighorn sheep habitat due to low to moderate 
scores in the seven assessment factors (First Solar 2012n). 

No important desert bighorn sheep movement corridors or seasonal habitats would be di rectly 
impacted from project activities. Some loss of seasonal foraging habitat (i.e. utilization of spring 
annuals on the bajada during wet years) could occur.  This is a small percentage of the foraging 
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habitat av ailable t o t he l ocal bi ghorn her d. Therefore, i mpacts t o des ert bi ghorn s heep 
populations are expected to be low.  Impacts would be less than significant. 

 

American Badger  
American badgers were not detected within the Study Area, but suitable habitat exists.  
Additionally, badgers have been observed adjacent to the project area on the Ivanpah SEGS 
site. 

Because substantial populations of badgers are not expected in the project area, impacts to the 
American badger are expected to be low.  Impacts would be less than significant. 

 
Special Status Bat Species 
A bat habitat assessment and surveys performed in 2010 and 2011 within the full Project Study 
Area ( Brown 2011 ; First S olar 2012n ) identified s uitable habi tat f or s everal bat  s pecies, 
including pal lid bat s, western pi pistrelles, and C alifornia l eaf-nosed bats. No r oost s ites were 
located within the Project Study Area, but general areas that may serve as potential roosts and 
foraging sites were identified.   

The Umberci Mine, located approximately 1.5 miles northwest of the Study Area, serves as a 
maternity colony and hibernation site for Townsend’s big-eared bats (First Solar 2012n). Over 
one hundred bats exited the mine on May 16, 2011 and a torpid Townsend’s big-eared bat was 
found when the mine was ent ered ( Brown 2011) . A lthough not  det ected dur ing ec holocation 
surveys w ithin t he project s ite, t his s pecies c ould forage ov er t he project area and not  be 
detected due t o t heir c haracteristically f aint c alls (First S olar 2012n ). P allid bat s and small-
footed myotis were detected in a shallow rock cave in the foothills just north of the P roject 
Study Area. Echolocation signals recorded near the dry lake bed suggested that pallid bats are 
roosting within small rock crevices on the ground and bur rows throughout other portions of the 
Project Study Area (First Solar 2012n).  

Impacts t o bat  s pecies w ould be reduced through implementation of  m itigation m easures 
required f or pr otection of  w ildlife and ot her r esources.  Mitigation measures that would 
contribute t o r educing pot ential di rect and i ndirect i mpacts t o bat  species include MM-Wild-1 
(Oversight by Designated Biologist), MM-Wild-2 (Oversight by Biological Monitors), MM-Wild-3 
(WEAP), MM-Wild-4 (Delineation of  Sensitive Areas), MM-Wild-5 (Use of  Existing Routes and 
Speed Limits), MM-Wild-11 (Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy), and MM-Wild-12 (Seasonal 
Vegetation Removal Restrictions).  Implementation of  the Applicant’s proposed measures and 
mitigation measures listed would reduce impacts on these species to less than significant levels 
under CEQA. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Operations of the Proposed Action could potentially result in impacts to individuals of 15 special 
status wildlife species that are either present, or have a moderate to high probability of being 
present, within the project area.  Operations and m aintenance activities would occur within the 
fenced pr oject area, and would be l imited i n s cope.  T herefore, di rect i mpacts t o i ndividuals 
during operations would not be ex pected t o be s ubstantial.  Impacts associated w ith t he 
permanent displacement of individuals from 2,023 acres of their current habitat by removal of 
vegetation and site grading, fencing of the area to preclude the return of wildlife species, and 
the action of  t he pr oject f ence i n r educing c onnectivity bet ween w ildlife popul ations would 
continue throughout the operational period. 
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Desert Tortoise 
Operations would not likely have a direct adverse effect on the desert tortoise, because project 
activities would occur within the fenced exclusion area. 

Impacts to desert tortoise individuals and habitat would be r educed through implementation of  
APMs and mitigation measures required for protection of wildlife and other resources.  APMs 
that would contribute t o r educing pot ential di rect and i ndirect impacts associated with loss or 
degradation of desert tortoise habitat include APM-Wild-1 (desert tortoise protection measures 
in N EMO P lan A mendments), APM-Wild-4 ( Noxious W eed M anagement P lan), A PM-Wild-6 
(Dust C ontrol), A PM-Wild-8 ( chemical s torage), APM-Wild-9 ( fuel s torage), and A PM-Wild-10 
(Solid Waste Management).  Other mitigation measures that would contribute to reducing 
potential direct and indirect wildlife impacts associated with desert tortoise habitat loss or 
degradation include MM-Air-3 (Operations Emission Reductions), MM-Veg-1 (Minimize Impacts 
to Vegetation Communities), MM-Veg-2 (Designated Biologist), MM-Veg-3 (Special-Status 
Plant A voidance and R estoration), MM-Veg-4 ( Noxious W eed Management Plan), MM-Veg-5 
(Revegetation of  T emporary D isturbed A reas), MM-Veg-6 ( Streambed Alteration Agreement), 
MM-Water-9 (Storm Water Management Plan), MM-Water-10 (Spill Control and Environmental 
Training), MM-Wild-1 (Oversight by Designated Biologist), MM-Wild-2 (Oversight by Biological 
Monitors), MM-Wild-3 (WEAP), MM-Wild-4 (Delineation of Sensitive Areas), MM-Wild-5 (Use of 
Existing R outes and S peed Li mits), and M M-Wild-8 ( Habitat A cquisition f or D esert Tortoise).  
Implementation of  t he Applicant’s proposed measures and mitigation measures listed would 
reduce impacts on the desert tortoise to less than significant levels under CEQA. 

 

Banded Gila Monster 
Based on the low probability of occurrence within the site, the project would not likely adversely 
affect banded Gila monster.  Impacts would be less than significant. 

 

Golden Eagle 
The project occurs in the distribution range of golden eagles and is within 10 miles of 12 nesting 
territories ( 7 of  t he 12 territories were determined t o be ac tive dur ing t he 2010 g olden eag le 
nest surveys; WRI 2010). The closest active nest is approximately 2 miles to the northwest of  
the pr oject s ite, near  t he U mberci Mine ( First S olar 2012n ).  A lthough no g olden eag le nest 
sites o ccur within the project ar ea, pot ential nes ting habi tat ( e.g., ex posed r ocky out crops) 
occurs w ithin the Project Study Area.  In addition, t he pr oject site is located within foraging 
distance from the identified nests. 

Potential impacts to golden eagles would be reduced through implementation of APMs and 
mitigation measures required for protection of wildlife and other resources.  APMs that would 
contribute to reducing pot ential direct impacts to golden eagles i nclude M M-Wild-3 ( WEAP), 
MM-Wild-4 ( Delineation of  S ensitive A reas), and M M-Wild-11 ( Bird and B at C onservation 
Strategy, including an Eagle Conservation Plan).  Implementation of the Applicant’s proposed 
measures and m itigation m easures l isted would reduce i mpacts on t he golden eag le to l ess 
than significant levels under CEQA. 

 

Burrowing Owl 
Burrowing owls have been observed within the vicinity of the project area, and suitable breeding 
habitat i s present t hroughout t he Project Study Area.  During the focused surveys, burrowing 
owls w ere obs erved i n 2008  and i n 2 011 ( First Solar 2012n).  The most recent surveys 
identified two burrows with sign within the Proposed Action footprint.  Burrowing owls present in 
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the pr oject ar ea w ould be r emoved dur ing construction, and w ould l ikely not  r eturn dur ing 
operations due t o the removal of  suitable habitat.  T herefore, impacts are not expected during 
operations. 

Impacts to bur rowing owls would be r educed through implementation of APMs and mitigation 
measures required for protection of wildlife and other resources.  APMs that would contribute to 
reducing potential direct impacts to burrowing owls include APM-Wild-5 (avoidance of nesting 
birds).  O ther mitigation measures that would contribute to reducing potential direct impacts to 
burrowing owls include MM-Wild-1 (Oversight by Designated Biologist), MM-Wild-2 (Oversight 
by Biological Monitors), MM-Wild-3 (WEAP), MM-Wild-4 (Delineation of  Sensitive Areas), MM-
Wild-5 (Use of Existing Routes and Speed Limits), and MM-Wild-11 (Bird and Bat Conservation 
Strategy).  Implementation of  t he Applicant’s proposed m easures and m itigation m easures 
listed would reduce impacts on the burrowing owl to less than significant levels under CEQA. 

 

Northern Harrier 
There are no formal survey protocols for the northern harrier; however, observations of northern 
harriers were recorded during surveys f or other species between 2008 and 2012,  and dur ing 
seasonal avian point counts since 2010.  O ne individual was observed outside the Study Area 
(First Solar 2012n).  Nesting habitat within the Study Area is limited. 

Impacts to the northern har rier would be r educed through i mplementation of APMs and 
mitigation measures required for protection of wildlife and other resources.  APMs that would 
contribute t o r educing potential di rect i mpacts t o northern har rier include A PM-Wild-5 
(avoidance of nesting bi rds).  O ther m itigation m easures t hat w ould c ontribute t o r educing 
potential di rect i mpacts t o northern har rier include M M-Wild-1 ( Oversight by  D esignated 
Biologist), M M-Wild-2 ( Oversight by  B iological M onitors), M M-Wild-3 (WEAP), MM-Wild-4 
(Delineation of  S ensitive A reas), MM-Wild-5 ( Use of  E xisting R outes and S peed Li mits), and 
MM-Wild-11 (Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy).  Implementation of the Applicant’s proposed 
measures and m itigation measures listed would reduce impacts on t he northern harrier to less 
than significant levels under CEQA. 

 

Prairie Falcon 
Prairie falcons were observed within the Study Area in 2008 and 2010; however, nesting habitat 
does not exist within the Study Area. 

Impacts to the prairie falcon would be reduced through implementation of APMs and mitigation 
measures required for protection of wildlife and other resources.  APMs that would contribute to 
reducing potential direct impacts to the prairie falcon include APM-Wild-5 (avoidance of nesting 
birds).  Other mitigation measures that would contribute to reducing potential direct impacts to 
prairie falcon include MM-Wild-1 (Oversight by Designated Biologist), MM-Wild-2 (Oversight by 
Biological M onitors), M M-Wild-3 ( WEAP), M M-Wild-4 ( Delineation of  S ensitive A reas), M M-
Wild-5 (Use of Existing Routes and Speed Limits), and MM-Wild-11 (Bird and Bat Conservation 
Strategy).  Implementation of  t he Applicant’s proposed m easures and m itigation m easures 
listed would reduce impacts on the prairie falcon to less than significant levels under CEQA. 

 

Loggerhead Shrike, Bendire’s Thrasher, Crissal Thrasher, and Le Conte’s Thrasher 
Loggerhead shrike and Le C onte’s t hrasher w ere obs erved w ithin t he S tudy A rea dur ing 
surveys and suitable nesting and foraging habitat was identified. Bendire’s thrasher and Crissal 
thrasher were not identified during surveys, but potential nesting habitat exists within the site. 
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Impacts t o these s pecies would be r educed through implementation of  A PMs and m itigation 
measures required for protection of wildlife and other resources.  APMs that would contribute to 
reducing potential di rect i mpacts t o t hese s pecies i nclude A PM-Wild-5 ( avoidance of  nes ting 
birds).  Other mitigation measures that would contribute to reducing potential direct impacts to 
these species include MM-Wild-1 (Oversight by Designated Biologist), MM-Wild-2 (Oversight by 
Biological M onitors), M M-Wild-3 ( WEAP), M M-Wild-4 ( Delineation of  S ensitive A reas), M M-
Wild-5 (Use of Existing Routes and Speed Limits), and MM-Wild-11 (Bird and Bat Conservation 
Strategy).  Implementation of  t he Applicant’s proposed m easures and m itigation m easures 
listed would reduce impacts on these species to less than significant levels under CEQA. 

 

Nelson’s Bighorn Sheep  
Surveys for golden eagles within the project area documented 41 bighorn s heep at various 
locations i n pr oximity t o t he Project Study A rea i ncluding at  D evil’s P eak, D evil’s C anyon, 
Ivanpah V alley, and t he Stateline Hills (WRI 2010).  However, a habi tat ev aluation t ool 
developed for the Desert National Wildlife Range in Nevada indicates that the majority of the 
Project Study Area is not defined as important bighorn sheep habitat due to low to moderate 
scores in the seven assessment factors (First Solar 2012n). 

No important desert bighorn sheep movement corridors or seasonal habitats would be di rectly 
impacted f rom pr oject ac tivities. T herefore, i mpacts t o des ert bi ghorn s heep popul ations ar e 
expected to be low.  Impacts would be less than significant. 

 

American Badger  
American badgers were not detected within the Study Area, but suitable habitat exists.  
Additionally, badgers have been observed adjacent to the project area on the Ivanpah SEGS 
site. 

Because substantial populations of badgers are not expected in the project area, impacts to the 
American badger are expected to be low.  Impacts would be less than significant. 

 
Special Status Bat Species 
A bat habitat assessment and surveys performed in 2010 and 2011 within the full Project Study 
Area ( Brown 2011 ; First S olar 2012n ) identified s uitable habi tat f or s everal bat  s pecies, 
including pal lid bat s, western pi pistrelles, and C alifornia l eaf-nosed bats. No r oost s ites were 
located within the Project Study Area, but general areas that may serve as potential roosts and 
foraging sites were identified.   

The Umberci Mine, located approximately 1.5 miles northwest of the Study Area, serves as a 
maternity colony and hibernation site for Townsend’s big-eared bats (First Solar 2012n). Over 
one hundred bats exited the mine on May 16, 2011 and a torpid Townsend’s big-eared bat was 
found when the mine was ent ered ( Brown 2011) . A lthough not  det ected dur ing ec holocation 
surveys w ithin t he project s ite, t his s pecies c ould f orage ov er t he project area and not  be 
detected due t o t heir c haracteristically f aint c alls (First S olar 2012n ). P allid bat s and small-
footed myotis were detected in a s hallow rock cave in the foothills just north of the Project 
Study Area. Echolocation signals recorded near the dry lake bed suggested that pallid bats are 
roosting within small rock crevices on the ground and bur rows throughout other portions of the 
Project Study Area (First Solar 2012n).  

Impacts t o bat  s pecies w ould be reduced through implementation of m itigation m easures 
required f or pr otection of  w ildlife and ot her r esources.  Mitigation measures that would 
contribute t o r educing pot ential di rect and i ndirect i mpacts t o bat  species include MM-Wild-1 



DESERT STATELINE SOLAR FARM PROJECT 
4.22 WILDLIFE RESOURCES 

 

NOVEMBER 2012 4.22-31 DRAFT EIS/EIR 

(Oversight by Designated Biologist), MM-Wild-2 (Oversight by Biological Monitors), MM-Wild-3 
(WEAP), MM-Wild-4 (Delineation of  Sensitive Areas), MM-Wild-5 (Use of  Existing Routes and 
Speed Limits), MM-Wild-11 (Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy), and MM-Wild-12 (Seasonal 
Vegetation Removal Restrictions).  Implementation of  the Applicant’s proposed measures and 
mitigation measures listed would reduce impacts on these species to less than significant levels 
under CEQA. 

 

Decommissioning 
The Proposed Action would not result in additional impact to any special status wildlife species 
during dec ommissioning.  Decommissioning activities w ould oc cur w ithin t he f enced pr oject 
area, and therefore di rect i mpacts t o i ndividuals w ould not  be ex pected t o be s ubstantial.  
Decommissioning ac tivities would al so be subject to the same Applicant P roposed Measures 
and m itigation m easures as  c onstruction.  Implementation of  t he Applicant’s proposed 
measures and mitigation measures listed would reduce impacts on wildlife to less than 
significant levels under CEQA. 

 

Wild-2 

Construction, Operations and Maintenance, and Decommissioning 
Desert Tortoise 
Construction of the project would r esult in the fencing of  an area of 2,023 acres, excluding 
desert t ortoises from access to the project area.  The action of fencing the project site could 
affect the free movement of desert tortoises within the I vanpah Valley, and bet ween I vanpah 
Valley and adjacent habitat areas.  The presence of the facility itself, as well as the supporting 
infrastructure of roads and other linear features, would exclude or substantially limit the access 
that desert t ortoise hav e t o those areas. This fencing w ould r emain i n pl ace t hroughout t he 
operations and dec ommissioning per iod and t hose phas es of  t he pr oject w ould have no 
additional ef fect on w ildlife m ovement or  c orridors.  T herefore, t he impact of  t he pr oject w ith 
respect t o C EQA C riterion W ild-2 w ould be t he s ame f or c onstruction, operations, and 
decommissioning. 

As di scussed i n S ection 4. 22.3.1, t he 29,110 ac re Northern I vanpah V alley U nit already has  
limited connectivity with the eastern side of Ivanpah Valley, and w ith areas outside of Ivanpah 
Valley, due to the presence of  both natural and ant hropogenic f eatures.  The only potentially 
active c orridor i s S tateline P ass, between t he C lark M ountain R ange and t he Stateline Hills , 
which may provide a mechanism for tortoises in Ivanpah Valley to connect with those in 
Mesquite Valley t o the no rthwest.  The Regional Assessment noted that t he f ootprint i n the 
Proposed Action would not affect Stateline Pass, and would therefore not have an impact on 
regional genetic connectivity.  Under the Proposed Action, a corridor approximately 1,875 feet 
wide would remain between the northern boundary of the project and the steep slopes of the 
mountains near Stateline Pass.  Therefore, the impact of the project on desert tortoise linkage 
between Ivanpah Valley and areas outside Ivanpah Valley would be less than significant. 

Section 4.22.3.1 also discussed the movement of tortoises within the Northern Ivanpah Valley 
Unit itself.  The location of the project would affect mobility of tortoises, especially on t he west 
side between t he f acility and I vanpah S EGS, and bet ween t he f acility and t he t opographic 
feature known as Metamorphic Hill.  Although tortoises have been documented on Metamorphic 
Hill, and the hill may therefore not be a bar rier to connectivity, it l ikely reduces connectivity as 
compared t o t he open al luvial f an ar eas. Currently, ev en w ith t he pr esence of  t he I vanpah 
SEGS facility, tortoises within the Northern Ivanpah Valley Unit have free range of movement in 
a 360 -degree r adius ar ound I vanpah S EGS and M etamorphic H ill, i ncluding a c orridor of 
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approximately 5,000 feet of habitat south of Ivanpah SEGS, between Ivanpah SEGS and I -15.  
The site configuration for the Proposed Action is located directly abutting Metamorphic Hill on 
the west side, and almost directly abutting Ivanpah Dry Lake on the east side.  If the Proposed 
Action were to be implemented, the potential for tortoises to range for 360-degrees around the 
solar facilities would be restricted on the east side, between Metamorphic Hill and I vanpah Dry 
Lake.  This restriction, in turn, would reduce the potential for tortoises located south of the solar 
facilities to access the S tateline P ass area, and use t his ar ea f or regional connectivity.  
Although the project would interfere with this established native resident wildlife corridor on the 
east side of Metamorphic Hill and Ivanpah SEGS, it would not affect the corridor for those same 
tortoise populations around the west and north sides of  these features.  T herefore, the impact 
of the project on desert tortoise linkages within the Northern Ivanpah Valley Unit would be less 
than significant. 

 

4.22.4 Alternative 2: 2,385 Ac Alternative 
The analysis of  direct and i ndirect impacts included below covers construction, operations and 
maintenance, and decommissioning of Alternative 2. T he di scussion onl y i ncludes an 
assessment of features of Alternative 2 that differ f rom the Proposed Action.  A ll other wildlife 
impacts not specifically discussed below would be the same as those for the Proposed Action. 

 

4.22.4.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 2 i s c onceptually s imilar t o t he P roposed A ction ( Alternative 1) , but  construction 
activities associated with Alternative 2 would be slightly greater than the Proposed Action due to 
the s lightly i ncreased ac reage ( 2,385 acres versus 2, 143 ac res).  T he A lternative 2 f ootprint 
(Figure 2 -4) w ould par tially ov erlap w ith t he l and ar ea associated with the Proposed Action 
(Figure 1-1) north of the Primm Valley Golf Course, but would also include a parcel on the south 
side of the Primm Valley Golf Course.  The wildlife impacts associated with Alternative 2 would 
be similar, but slightly greater, than those of the Proposed Action.  Construction activities would 
last for a slightly longer time and the bifurcated footprint would result in an additional 339 acres 
of permanent disturbance of habitat. 

 

Desert Tortoise 

Alternative 2 would result in permanent disturbance of 2,362 acres and temporary disturbance 
of 4 acres of desert tortoise habitat.  Of this total, 2,328 acres would be located within desert 
tortoise exclusion fence, and would be removed from the land area available as desert tortoise 
habitat for a minimum of 30 years.  The numbers of tortoises identified in surveys of each of the 
alternative s ites was pr esented above in T able 4. 22-1.  A s s hown, t he num ber of  t ortoises 
present in the Alternative 2 f ootprint ranges from 19 to 130, with an es timated total number of 
50 adult individuals. 

The t ortoises pr esent in the project ar ea would be i dentified dur ing pr e-construction surveys, 
and would be r emoved f rom t he pr oject ar ea i n ac cordance w ith t he approved Translocation 
Plan.  The movement would be considered a permanent, adverse impact to approximately 50 
individuals and 2,328 acres of habitat. 

Alternative 2 would be subject to the same mitigation measures as discussed for Alternative 1.  
APMs t hat w ould c ontribute t o r educing pot ential di rect and i ndirect i mpacts as sociated w ith 
loss or  deg radation of  des ert t ortoise habi tat i nclude A PM-Wild-1 (desert tortoise protection 
measures i n N EMO P lan A mendments), A PM-Wild-2 ( relocation of  t ortoises), A PM-Wild-4 
(Noxious Weed M anagement P lan), A PM-Wild-6 ( Dust C ontrol), A PM-Wild-8 ( chemical 
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storage), A PM-Wild-9 ( fuel s torage), and A PM-Wild-10 ( Solid W aste M anagement).  Other 
mitigation m easures t hat w ould c ontribute t o r educing pot ential di rect and indirect wildlife 
impacts associated with desert tortoise habitat loss or degradation include MM-Air-1 (Air Quality 
Construction M anagement P lan), M M-Veg-1 ( Minimize I mpacts t o Vegetation Communities), 
MM-Veg-2 (Designated Biologist), MM-Veg-3 (Special-Status Plant Avoidance and 
Restoration), M M-Veg-4 ( Noxious W eed M anagement P lan), M M-Veg-5 ( Revegetation of  
Temporary D isturbed Areas), M M-Veg-6 ( Streambed A lteration A greement), MM -Water-8 
(Construction S WPPP), M M-Water-9 ( Storm W ater M anagement P lan), M M-Water-10 ( Spill 
Control and Environmental Training), MM-Wild-1 (Oversight by Designated Biologist), MM-Wild-
2 (Oversight by Biological Monitors), MM-Wild-3 (WEAP), MM-Wild-4 (Delineation of  Sensitive 
Areas), MM-Wild-5 (Use of Existing Routes and Speed Limits), and MM-Wild-8 (Habitat 
Acquisition for Desert Tortoise). 

The impact of  Alternative 2 on connectivity of  habitat for the desert tortoise would be r educed 
as compared to the Proposed Action because of the increased corridor width on the north side 
of the project.  The impact of Alternative 2 on connectivity between the Northern Ivanpah Valley 
Unit and Stateline Pass to the northwest would be lower than that of  the Proposed Action.  I n 
the Proposed Action, a corridor of 1,875 feet in width would remain between the facility and the 
toe of the slope leading to Stateline Pass. Under Alternative 2, this corridor would be 4,750 feet 
in width.  B oth alternatives would result in fencing the entire area between Metamorphic Hill to 
the west and Ivanpah Dry Lake to the east, and would therefore affect the connection between 
tortoise habitat south of the facility and habitat and corridors to the north. 

 

Burrowing Owl 

Six burrowing owl burrows, with sign, were identified w ithin the Alternative 2 footprint in the 
Applicant’s s urveys.  Direct i mpacts w ould i nclude t he per manent reduction of approximately 
2,023 ac res of potential f oraging and ne sting habi tat as sociated w ith dev elopment of  t he 
project.  Development of the project would result in an incremental increase in noise and human 
presence, and these could cause an indirect impact to burrowing owls.  The project would also 
include a 2. 3 m ile long g en-tie t ransmission l ine, w hich w ould pr esent a potential collision 
hazard. 

Impacts to bur rowing owls would be r educed through implementation of APMs and mitigation 
measures required by BLM f or pr otection of wildlife and other resources.  APMs that would 
contribute to reducing potential direct impacts to burrowing owls include APM-Wild-5 
(avoidance of nesting bi rds).  O ther m itigation m easures t hat w ould c ontribute t o r educing 
potential di rect i mpacts t o bur rowing ow ls i nclude M M-Wild-1 (Oversight b y D esignated 
Biologist), M M-Wild-2 ( Oversight by  B iological M onitors), M M-Wild-3 (WEAP), MM-Wild-4 
(Delineation of  Sensitive Areas), MM-Wild-5 (Use of Existing Routes and Speed Limits), MM-
Wild-11 (Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy), and MM-Wild-12 (Seasonal Vegetation Removal 
Restrictions). 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
Under Alternative 2 , t he BLM would modify the existing Ivanpah DWMA to include 
approximately 23,012 acres to the north and west of I-15.  The land area that would be added 
to the Ivanpah DWMA is shown in Table 4.22-3. 
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Table 4.22-3. Acreage to be Modified in Ivanpah DWMA, Alternative 2 
Land Area Acreage in Land Area 

Current Ivanpah DWMA 37,280 ac 
Total in Northern Ivanpah Unit + 29,110 ac 
Ivanpah SEGS -3,471 ac 
Caltrans JPOE -133 ac 
Desert Express -109 ac 
Stateline Alternative 2 -2,385 ac 
Subtotal New Acreage Added to DWMA 23,012 ac 
Removal of Ivanpah Playa -2,997 ac 
Final Total in Modified DWMA 57,295 ac 

 
The i mpacts on w ildlife as sociated w ith A lternative 2 w ould be the same as  des cribed f or 
Alternative 1.  Because the purpose of the modification would be to enhance protections for the 
desert tortoise, the action of modifying the boundary of the DWMA under Alternative 2 would 
constitute a beneficial impact on the tortoise, as well as all other wildlife species discussed in 
this section. 

 

4.22.4.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Significance conclusions for the impacts identified for each phase of the project (Construction, 
Operation and Maintenance, Decommissioning) would be the same as described above for the 
Proposed Action, Alternative 1, based on t he CEQA Significance Criteria presented in Section 
4.22.2.  With m itigation, as  pr esented i n S ection 4. 22.13, p otential impacts of Alternative 2 
would be less than significant, except for the take of a threatened species, the desert tortoise. 

 

4.22.5 Alternative 3: 2,151 Ac Alternative 
The analysis of direct and indirect impacts included below covers construction, operations and 
maintenance, and dec ommissioning of  A lternative 3. T he di scussion o nly i ncludes an 
assessment of features of  Alternative 3 that differ f rom the Proposed Action.  A ll other wildlife 
impacts not specifically discussed below would be the same as those for the Proposed Action. 

 

4.22.5.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 3 i s c onceptually similar t o t he P roposed Action ( Alternative 1) , but  would have a 
slightly larger footprint.  The land area associated with Alternative 3 would partially overlap with 
the land area associated with the Proposed Action (Figure 1-1), but would be shifted towards 
the south and east.  Construction activities associated with Alternative 3 would be the same as 
those of  t he P roposed Action due t o t he s imilar s ize.  T he pr oject s ite under  A lternative 3 i s 
approximately 8 acres larger than the project site under the Proposed Action. 

 

Desert Tortoise 

Alternative 3 w ould result in permanent disturbance of 2,142 acres and temporary disturbance 
of 4 acres of desert tortoise habitat.  Of this total, 2,094 acres would be located within desert 
tortoise exclusion fence, and would be removed from the land area available as desert tortoise 
habitat for a minimum of 30 years.  The numbers of tortoises identified in surveys of each of the 
alternative sites w as pr esented abov e i n T able 4. 22-1.  A s s hown, t he num ber of  t ortoises 
present in the Alternative 3 footprint ranges from 16 to 112, with an es timated total number of 
42 adult individuals. 
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The tortoises present in the project ar ea would be i dentified dur ing pr e-construction surveys, 
and would be r emoved f rom t he pr oject area i n ac cordance w ith t he approved Translocation 
Plan.  The movement would be considered a permanent, adverse impact to approximately 42 
adult individuals and 2,094 acres of habitat. 

Alternative 3 would be subject to the same mitigation measures as discussed for Alternative 1.  
APMs t hat w ould c ontribute t o r educing pot ential di rect and i ndirect i mpacts as sociated w ith 
loss or  deg radation of  des ert t ortoise habi tat i nclude A PM-Wild-1 (desert tortoise protection 
measures i n N EMO P lan A mendments), A PM-Wild-2 ( relocation of  t ortoises), A PM-Wild-4 
(Noxious Weed M anagement P lan), A PM-Wild-6 ( Dust C ontrol), A PM-Wild-8 ( chemical 
storage), A PM-Wild-9 ( fuel s torage), and A PM-Wild-10 ( Solid W aste M anagement).  Other 
mitigation m easures t hat w ould c ontribute t o r educing pot ential di rect and indirect wildlife 
impacts associated with desert tortoise habitat loss or degradation include MM-Air-1 (Air Quality 
Construction M anagement P lan), M M-Veg-1 ( Minimize I mpacts t o Vegetation Communities), 
MM-Veg-2 (Designated Biologist), MM-Veg-3 (Special-Status Plant Avoidance and 
Restoration), M M-Veg-4 ( Noxious W eed M anagement P lan), M M-Veg-5 ( Revegetation of  
Temporary D isturbed A reas), M M-Veg-6 ( Streambed A lteration A greement), MM -Water-8 
(Construction S WPPP), M M-Water-9 ( Storm W ater M anagement P lan), M M-Water-10 ( Spill 
Control and Environmental Training), MM-Wild-1 (Oversight by Designated Biologist), MM-Wild-
2 (Oversight by Biological Monitors), MM-Wild-3 (WEAP), MM-Wild-4 (Delineation of  Sensitive 
Areas), MM-Wild-5 (Use of Existing Routes and Speed Limits), and MM-Wild-8 (Habitat 
Acquisition for Desert Tortoise). 

The impact of  Alternative 3 on connectivity of habitat for the desert tortoise would be different 
than that of the Proposed Action.  Both of these alternatives would reduce connectivity between 
the Northern Ivanpah Valley Unit and S tateline Pass to the northwest, assuming that Stateline 
Pass is a viable c orridor.  The distance between t he facility fence and the t oe of the slope 
leading to S tateline Pass would be 1, 875 f eet in both the Proposed Action and Alternative 3.  
However, with respect to local connectivity within the Northern Ivanpah Valley Unit, Alternative 3 
would not result in fencing the entire area between Metamorphic Hill to the west and Ivanpah 
Dry Lake to the east.  Instead, the western border of the project in Alternative 3 would be 
shifted approximately 1,500 feet to the east from its location in Alternatives 1, 2, and 4.  Instead 
of di rectly abut ting M etamorphic H ill, A lternative 3 w ould l eave a c orridor of  desert t ortoise 
habitat approximately 1,500 feet wide between the facility and M etamorphic Hill.  This corridor 
would al low reduced but  free movement of  t ortoises between habitat south of  t he f acility and 
habitat and c orridors t o t he nor th, and w ould c ontinue t o al low t ortoise m ovement f or 360 
degrees around Ivanpah SEGS and Metamorphic Hill. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
Under Alternative 3 , t he BLM would modify the existing Ivanpah DWMA to include 
approximately 23,246 acres to the north and west of I-15.  The land area that would be added 
to the Ivanpah DWMA is shown in Table 4.22-4. 
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Table 4.22-4. Acreage to be Modified in Ivanpah DWMA, Alternative 3 
Land Area Acreage in Land Area 

Current Ivanpah DWMA 37,280 ac 
Total in Northern Ivanpah Unit + 29,110 ac 
Ivanpah SEGS -3,471 ac 
Caltrans JPOE -133 ac 
Desert Express -109 ac 
Stateline Alternative 3 -2,151 ac 
Subtotal New Acreage Added to DWMA 23,246 ac 
Removal of Ivanpah Playa -2,997 ac 
Final Total in Modified DWMA 57,529 ac 

 
The i mpacts on wildlife associated with Alternative 3 would be t he s ame as  des cribed f or 
Alternative 1.  Because the purpose of the modification would be to enhance protections for the 
desert tortoise, the action of modifying the boundary of the DWMA under Alternative 3 would 
constitute a beneficial impact on the tortoise, as well as all other wildlife species discussed in 
this section. 

 

4.22.5.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Significance conclusions for the impacts identified for each phase of the project (Construction, 
Operation and Maintenance, Decommissioning) would be the same as described above for the 
Proposed Action, Alternative 1, based on t he CEQA Significance Criteria presented in Section 
4.22.2.  With m itigation, as  pr esented i n S ection 4. 22.13, p otential impacts of Alternative 3 
would be less than significant, except for the take of the threatened desert tortoise. 

 

4.22.6 Alternative 4: Reduced Acreage Alternative 

4.22.6.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
The analysis of direct and indirect impacts included below covers construction, operations and 
maintenance, and dec ommissioning of  A lternative 4. T he di scussion onl y i ncludes an 
assessment of features of  Alternative 4 that differ f rom the Proposed Action.  A ll other wildlife 
impacts not specifically discussed below would be the same as those for the Proposed Action. 

 

4.22.6.2 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 4 i s c onceptually similar to the P roposed A ction, but  w ould be pl aced w ithin a 
different and smaller land area which comprises 1,766 acres.  The land area associated with 
Alternative 4 would be the same as the northern portion of the bifurcated footprint of Alternative 
2 ( Figure 2 -3).  U nder A lternative 4,  t he pr oposed S tateline Solar Farm would generate 218 
MW (compared to 300 MW generated by Alternatives 1, 2, and 3) and would have a footprint of 
approximately 377 f ewer ac res (17 per cent) t han t he P roposed A ction pr oject f ootprint.  
Alternative 4 would result in a 377-acre reduction of per manent di sturbance t o v egetation 
related to site-clearing activities. 

 

Desert Tortoise 

Alternative 4 would result in permanent disturbance of 1,725 acres and temporary disturbance 
of 4 acres of desert tortoise habitat.  Of this total, 1,691 acres would be located within desert 
tortoise exclusion fencing, and would be removed from the land area available as desert 
tortoise habitat for up to 30 years.  The numbers of tortoises identified in surveys of each of the 
alternative sites w as pr esented abov e i n T able 4. 22-1.  A s s hown, t he num ber of  t ortoises 
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present in the Alternative 4 footprint ranges from 12 to 88, with an estimated total number of 32 
adult individuals. 

The tortoises present in the project ar ea would be i dentified dur ing pr e-construction surveys, 
and would be r emoved f rom t he pr oject ar ea i n ac cordance w ith t he approved Translocation 
Plan.  The movement would be considered a permanent, adverse impact to approximately 32 
adult individuals and 1,691 acres of habitat. 

Alternative 4 would be subject to the same mitigation measures as discussed for Alternative 1.  
APMs t hat w ould c ontribute t o r educing pot ential di rect and i ndirect i mpacts as sociated w ith 
loss or  deg radation of  des ert t ortoise habi tat i nclude A PM-Wild-1 (desert tortoise protection 
measures i n N EMO P lan A mendments), A PM-Wild-2 ( relocation of  t ortoises), A PM-Wild-4 
(Noxious Weed M anagement P lan), A PM-Wild-6 ( Dust C ontrol), A PM-Wild-8 ( chemical 
storage), A PM-Wild-9 ( fuel s torage), and A PM-Wild-10 ( Solid W aste M anagement).  Other 
mitigation m easures t hat w ould c ontribute t o r educing pot ential di rect and indirect wildlife 
impacts associated with desert tortoise habitat loss or degradation include MM-Air-1 (Air Quality 
Construction M anagement P lan), M M-Veg-1 ( Minimize I mpacts t o Vegetation Communities), 
MM-Veg-2 (Designated Biologist), MM-Veg-3 (Special-Status Plant Avoidance and 
Restoration), M M-Veg-4 ( Noxious W eed M anagement P lan), M M-Veg-5 ( Revegetation of  
Temporary D isturbed A reas), M M-Veg-6 ( Streambed A lteration A greement), MM -Water-8 
(Construction S WPPP), M M-Water-9 ( Storm W ater M anagement P lan), M M-Water-10 ( Spill 
Control and Environmental Training), MM-Wild-1 (Oversight by Designated Biologist), MM-Wild-
2 (Oversight by Biological Monitors), MM-Wild-3 (WEAP), MM-Wild-4 (Delineation of  Sensitive 
Areas), MM-Wild-5 (Use of Existing Routes and Speed Limits), and MM-Wild-8 (Habitat 
Acquisition for Desert Tortoise). 

The impact of Alternative 4 on connectivity of habitat for the desert tortoise would be the same 
as for Alternative 2.  Both of these alternatives would reduce connectivity between the Northern 
Ivanpah Valley Unit and Stateline Pass to t he northwest, assuming that Stateline Pass is a 
viable corridor.  I n addi tion, bot h al ternatives would r esult i n f encing t he ent ire ar ea bet ween 
Metamorphic Hill to the west and I vanpah Dry Lake to the east, and would therefore affect the 
connection between tortoise habitat south of the facility and habitat and corridors to the north. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
Under Alternative 4 , t he BLM would modify the existing Ivanpah DWMA to include 
approximately 23,631 acres to the north and west of I-15.  The land area that would be added 
to the Ivanpah DWMA is shown in Table 4.22-5. 

 
Table 4.22-5. Acreage to be Modified in Ivanpah DWMA, Alternative 4 

Land Area Acreage in Land Area 
Current Ivanpah DWMA 37,280 ac 
Total in Northern Ivanpah Unit + 29,110 ac 
Ivanpah SEGS -3,471 ac 
Caltrans JPOE -133 ac 
Desert Express -109 ac 
Stateline Alternative 4 -1,766 ac 
Subtotal New Acreage Added to DWMA 23,631 ac 
Removal of Ivanpah Playa -2,997 ac 
Final Total in Modified DWMA 57,914 ac 

 
The i mpacts on w ildlife as sociated w ith A lternative 4 would be t he s ame as  des cribed f or 
Alternative 1.  Because the purpose of the modification would be to enhance protections for the 
desert tortoise, the action of modifying the boundary of the DWMA under Alternative 4 would 
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constitute a beneficial impact on the tortoise, as well as all other wildlife species discussed in 
this section. 

 

4.22.6.3 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Significance conclusions for the impacts identified for each phase of the project (Construction, 
Operation and Maintenance, Decommissioning) would be the same as described above for the 
Proposed Action, Alternative 1, based on t he CEQA Significance Criteria presented in Section 
4.22.2.  With m itigation, as  pr esented i n S ection 4. 22.13, p otential impacts of Alternative 4 
would be  less t han s ignificant, ex cept f or t ake of  t he t hreatened des ert t ortoise. In addi tion, 
Alternative 4 would not result in a substantial lessening of any significant environmental impacts 
as compared to the other alternatives. 

 

4.22.7 Alternative 5: No Action Alternative 

4.22.7.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under Alternative 5, the BLM would not approve the proposed facility and would not amend the 
CDCA Plan.  As a result, no solar energy pr oject would be c onstructed, and t he BLM would 
continue to manage the site consistent with the existing land use designation in the CDCA Plan. 

Since there would be no amendment to the CDCA Plan and no s olar project approved for the 
site under this alternative, no new structures or facilities would be constructed or operated on 
the site and no new ground disturbance would occur.  As a result, none of the impacts to wildlife 
resources from construction, operation, or decommissioning of the project would occur. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The boundaries of the existing Ivanpah DWMA would not be modified under the N o Action 
Alternative.  Land us es associated with the Ivanpah DWMA would continue as they are today.  
This alternative would have no adverse impact on wildlife resources, but would also not have 
the beneficial impact of protecting special status wildlife species and wildlife habitat within the 
proposed DWMA expansion area. 

4.22.7.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Since the actions taken, or not taken, under Alternative 5 would not involve construction of a 
solar facility and ancillary features, there would be no wildlife impacts under Alternative 5. 

 

4.22.8        Alternative 6: No Project, Exclude Solar Alternative 

4.22.8.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 6 would include a finding by B LM t hat t he s ite i s not  s uitable f or s olar ene rgy 
development, and no project would be approved.   As a result, no solar energy project would be 
constructed on the s ite, and t he B LM would c ontinue t o m anage t he s ite c onsistent w ith t he 
existing land use designation in the CDCA Plan. 

Since the CDCA Plan would be am ended to make the area unavailable for future solar energy 
development, it is expected that the site would remain in its existing condition unless another 
use i s des ignated i n t his am endment.  A s a r esult, access t o t he s ite would not  change and 
existing land uses would continue without any disruptions from construction of solar energy 
facilities.  A s s uch, t his N o P roject al ternative w ould hav e no adv erse impact on wildlife 
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resources within and adjacent to the site f or the long-term, and f uture s olar dev elopment i s 
unlikely as the plan would be amended to identify the site as unsuitable for solar development. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The boundaries of the existing Ivanpah D WMA w ould not  be m odified under A lternative 6 .  
Land uses as sociated with t he Ivanpah D WMA w ould continue as t hey ar e t oday. This 
alternative would have no adv erse i mpact on w ildlife r esources, but  would al so not  have t he 
beneficial impact of pr otecting s pecial s tatus w ildlife s pecies and w ildlife habi tat w ithin t he 
proposed DWMA expansion area. 

 

4.22.8.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Since the ac tions taken, or  not  taken, under Alternative 6 would not involve construction of a 
solar facility and ancillary features, there would be no wildlife impacts under Alternative 6. 

 

4.22.9 Alternative 7: No Project, Approve Solar Alternative 

4.22.9.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 7 would include a finding by B LM t hat t he s ite i s not  s uitable f or s olar ener gy 
development, and none of the action alternatives would be approved.  The Stateline Solar Farm 
Project would not be constructed on the project site and the project site would remain vacant in 
the near -term.  U nder t his al ternative, t he B LM w ould not  appr ove t he pr oposed facility, but 
would am end t he C DCA P lan t o al low for other solar projects on t he s ite.  A s a r esult, i t i s 
possible that another solar energy project could be constructed on t he site.  If this w ere t o 
occur, it is l ikely t hat t he c onstruction and oper ations i mpacts t o wildlife r esources would be 
similar to those identified under Alternative 1. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
The boundaries of the existing Ivanpah D WMA w ould not  be m odified under A lternative 7 .  
Land us es as sociated w ith t he I vanpah D WMA w ould c ontinue as  t hey ar e t oday.  This 
alternative would have no adv erse impact on w ildlife r esources, but  would al so not  have t he 
beneficial impact of pr otecting s pecial s tatus w ildlife s pecies and w ildlife habi tat w ithin t he 
proposed DWMA expansion area. 

 

4.22.9.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Since the ac tions taken, or  not  taken, under Alternative 7 would not involve construction of a 
solar facility and ancillary features, there would be no wildlife impacts under Alternative 7. 

 

4.22.10 Cumulative Impacts 

4.22.10.1 Geographic Extent/Context 
The geographic scope for t he analysis of cumulative impacts r elated t o wildlife resources is 
confined by the natural geographic boundaries of the region, which in turn affect the ranges of 
potentially impacted wildlife.  I n the Proposed Action area, this includes Ivanpah Valley in both 
California and N evada.  W ildlife r anges i n t his ar ea ar e bounded by  t he S pring, Clark, Lucy 
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Gray, and N ew Y ork M ountain R anges.  This area also reflects the natural watershed 
boundaries that could be impacted by any of the cumulative projects. 

 

4.22.10.2 Existing Cumulative Conditions 
Ivanpah Valley in California and N evada has  under gone development s ince t he ear ly 1800s , 
which has resulted in habitat loss and f ragmentation. Linear features such as the Union Pacific 
Railroad (in place since 1905) and I -15 have effectively f ragmented habitat and eliminated the 
movement of  t errestrial w ildlife within major sections of the valley. Approximately 3,500 acres 
within Ivanpah Valley, California, and Ivanpah Valley, Nevada, have been developed as t he 
Primm Resorts and the towns of P rimm, Jean, and Nipton.  Utility development i n t he ar ea 
includes numerous power transmission lines, the Kern River Natural Gas and Calnev petroleum 
products pipelines, and t he Walter Higgins Bighorn Generating Station.  Mine developments in 
the m ountains have i ncluded the C olosseum M ine (now c losed) and the M olycorp Mine 
(currently expanding). 

The D esert T ortoise R ecovery P lan ( USFWS 1994)  pr ovided documentation of the regional 
decline in tortoise populations, and summarized the factors that have led to the declines.  Table 
1 of the Recovery Plan lists the following factors as leading to declines in tortoise populations: 

• Urbanization; 

• Effects of highways, roads, and railroads; 

• Military operations; 

• Energy developments; 

• Human vandalism; 

• Human predation for food; 

• Human collection and commercial trade; 

• Use of OHVs; and 

• Grazing 

With respect t o local pr ojects, cumulative projects c ould adv ersely impact wildlife in the 
following ways: 

• Short-term displacement, mortality of  i ndividuals, and r emoval f rom pr oject ar eas by  
vehicle strikes, clearance and removal by biologists, and or avoidance of noise and light 
during project construction; 

• Permanent r emoval of  habi tat due t o oc cupation of  f ormer habitat area during 
operations; and 

• Fragmentation of habitat due to existence of linear barriers to wildlife movement. 

Of these, all pas t, current, and r easonably f oreseeable future dev elopment pr ojects w ould 
include some component of temporary displacement and potential mortality due to construction 
of the project work the habitat area.  For many of these projects, including transmission line and 
pipeline projects, restoration of the project area following construction would make these areas 
available again as wildlife habitat.  For others, such as the Primm Resorts, Primm Valley Golf 
Course, Ivanpah SEGS, JPOE, Silver State Solar, the Southern Nevada Supplemental Airport, 
and the proposed Stateline Solar Farm, the habi tat w ould be oc cupied by  t he pr oject 
permanently, and would therefore constitute a permanent reduction in the habitat available to 
those species.  Finally, the large-scale linear projects such as I-15, the Union Pacific Railway, 
and D esert X press w ould oc cupy a l imited acreage of habi tat, but  w ould pr esent permanent 
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and D esert X press w ould oc cupy a l imited acreage of habi tat, but  w ould pr esent permanent 
barriers t o w ildlife m ovement bet ween di fferent par ts of  I vanpah V alley, or bet ween I vanpah 
Valley and adjacent areas.  The large-scale non-linear projects, such as the solar facilities and 
the S outhern N evada S upplemental A irport, w ould al so be of a scale large-enough t o af fect 
wildlife movement. 

Other projects in the area have had a benef icial impact on wildlife.  The designation of ACECs, 
DWMAs, Wilderness, and the Mojave National Preserve, including the expansion of the 
Ivanpah D WMA t hat i s par t of  t he P roposed A ction, would effectively protect hundreds of 
thousands of  ac res from f uture development, and l eave these lands available as  undisturbed 
wildlife habi tat.  The 22,000-acre LSTS in Nevada, just north of Primm, has both a beneficial 
effect by protecting a l arge area from development, but an adverse impact by using fencing to 
isolate that population from connectivity with other populations, including Ivanpah Valley. 

An ev aluation of  c urrent and pot ential f uture conditions of t ortoise habi tat i n the Ivanpah 
Watershed was recently developed in the Regional Assessment, Stateline Solar Farm Project 
(NatureServe 2012).  The definition of the Ivanpah Watershed used for this study corresponds 
to the southern California portion of the overall Ivanpah Valley.  T he study area is bounded by  
Stateline Pass, Primm, the Lucy Gray Mountains, and the McCullough Range on the north, the 
New York Mountains on the east and southeast, C ima Dome on t he south, and t he I vanpah 
Mountains and Clark Mountains on the west.  This study used modeling tools to examine the 
cumulative ef fects of  dev elopment on t ortoise habi tat q uality and l oss, and to examine the 
impact of development on habi tat c onnectivity.  The s tudy appr oach and m ethodology w as 
developed i n c oordination w ith B LM.  NatureServe’s V ista s oftware w as us ed t o per form 
quantitative modeling of landscape condition under current conditions and a v ariety of potential 
future scenarios.  The models were used to estimate the ecological integrity of tortoise habitat 
by c alculating a l andscape c ondition i ndex, i ncluding t he amount of habitat that meets a 
specified threshold of landscape condition. 

Given t he c omplexity of  t he f actors us ed i n t he m odels, t he R egional Assessment did not  
develop a single threshold value to distinguish between “ impacted” and “ non-impacted” lands 
areas.  I nstead, t he Regional Assessment evaluated a range of  habi tat c ondition v alues 
between 0 and 1,  and pr esented r esults f or l ands ar eas w ith a Lands cape C ondition of  0. 7, 
0.75, 0.8, and 0. 85.  I n t his r ange, the av erage c ondition w ithin t he 179, 000 ac re Ivanpah 
Watershed is about 0.81.  For reference, areas within the solar footprints and other excluded 
areas were as signed a v alue of  0. 05, and ar eas al ong r oadways such as Nipton Road were 
assigned a value of 05. The acreage within the Ivanpah Watershed that meets the various 
evaluated thresholds is presented in Table 4.22-6.  This table shows that more than 92 percent 
of the I vanpah W atershed meets the threshold of 0. 7, with approximately 71 percent of the 
acreage being at or above the average condition of about 0.8.   

 
Table 4.22-6. Current Landscape Conditions for Desert Tortoise Habitat in Ivanpah Watershed 

 Threshold = 0.7 Threshold = 0.75 Threshold = 0.8 Threshold = 0.85 

Acres Percent of 
Total 

Habitat 

Acres Percent of 
Total 

Habitat 

Acres Percent of 
Total 

Habitat 

Acres Percent of 
Total 

Habitat 

Current 
Condition 

164,900 92% 155,600 87% 126,900 71% 62,700 35% 

Source: NatureServe (2012) 
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4.22.10.3 Reasonably Foreseeable Projects 
Table 4. 1-1 pr ovides a l ist of  c urrent and reasonably foreseeable projects, including other 
proposed or appr oved r enewable ener gy pr ojects; various B LM aut horized ac tions/activities, 
proposed or approved projects within the County’s jurisdiction, and ot her actions/activities that 
the agencies c onsider r easonably f oreseeable.  T able 4. 1-2 s ummarizes t he c umulative 
projects that would have the potential to combine with the Proposed Action and result in 
cumulative impacts to transportation and access.  Most of these projects have either undergone 
independent environmental review pursuant to NEPA and/or CEQA, or will do so prior to 
approval.  E ven i f env ironmental r eview has  not  been completed for the cumulative projects 
described in Table 4.1-2, their effects were considered in the cumulative impacts analysis in the 
draft EIS/EIR. 

Projects in the vicinity of the proposed Stateline facility that could result potentially adverse 
impacts to wildlife resources include the following: 

• Ivanpah SEGS 

• Calnev Pipeline Expansion 

• JPOE 

• Southern Nevada Supplemental Airport 

• First Solar Silver State Phase 2 

• Desert Xpress 

• EITP 

Of t hese projects, I vanpah S EGS has  al ready beg un c onstruction, and the pr oject ar ea has  
already bee n cleared of tortoises and f enced t o ex clude t ortoises and ot her w ildlife.  The 
Mountain Pass Lateral natural g as pi peline w as r ecently c ompleted, and one adul t f emale 
tortoise died.  The pipeline has been r evegetated and the r ight-of-way is fenced to exclude 
vehicles. 

 

4.22.10.4 Cumulative Impact Analysis 

Construction 
Potential cumulative impacts as sociated w ith t he i ncrease i n vehicle t raffic and us e of  heavy 
equipment would include an increase in the potential f or w ildlife/vehicle c ollisions dur ing t he 
construction of the proposed project, as well as other projects being constructed concurrently 
with t he pr oposed pr oject.  Each project w ould i ndividually r esult i n an unq uantifiable, but  
probably m inor, r eduction i n w ildlife popul ations.  However, c oncurrent c onstruction could 
provide increased threats to wildlife populations.  For instance, the concurrent construction of 
several pr ojects i n t he v icinity of  the proposed project, i ncluding t he S tateline S olar Far m, 
Ivanpah SEGS, JPOE, E ITP, and Calnev pipeline would result i n an increase in construction 
traffic using the Yates Well Road exit from I-15, as well as an increase in heavy construction 
equipment bei ng us ed i n t he ar ea.  This c umulative i ncrease i n traffic and the us e of heavy 
equipment w ould l ikely i ncrease t he pot ential for vehicle strikes.  Each of the cumulative 
projects would be s ubject t o m itigation m easures s imilar t o t hose r equired f or t he P roposed 
Action f or pr otection of  w ildlife and ot her r esources.  For  t he P roposed Action, t hese i nclude 
measures that require biological oversight of project activities, worker training, speed limits, pre-
construction clearance surveys, and exclusion fencing. 

An increase in human presence during concurrent construction of the projects would potentially 
increase indirect impacts to wildlife species resulting from human presence, noise, and l ight in 
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the project area.  Human presence, including use of open water sources, could also increase 
subsidies to predators.  Again, because many of the projects are in relatively close proximity to 
each other, these ef fects could be additive.  For  species avoiding human presence, this could 
result in wildlife avoidance over a large area.  For s pecies attracted by human pr esence, it 
could result in an increase in the number of predators, and therefore increase in predation.  
Each of the cumulative projects would be subject to mitigation measures similar to those 
required f or t he P roposed A ction f or pr otection of  w ildlife and ot her r esources.  For the 
Proposed A ction, t hese i nclude m easures t hat r equire noi se and l ighting l imitations, and 
measures to reduce potential attraction of predators. 

 

Operation and Maintenance 
Operations and maintenance activities for each of the cumulative projects would involve use of 
vehicles f or w orker commuting and g eneral m aintenance.  However, t hese activities ar e 
expected t o be v ery l imited f or eac h of  t he pr ojects.  For the solar facilities, the oper ational 
areas would have been c leared of wildlife to the extent practicable, and exclusion and s ecurity 
fence would have l imited the potential f or many wildlife species, including desert t ortoise and 
large mammals, to be subject to vehicle collision within the project area.  No additional clearing 
or grading activities would occur during operations of any of the projects, so there would be no 
additional risk of encountering burrows or nests. The potential would still exist for wildlife to be 
involved in vehicle collisions on the project access roads, or  dur ing maintenance t rips for the 
various transmission lines and pipelines.  Total operational employment for all projects near the 
Yates W ell R oad ex it w ould be f ewer t han 20  persons, r esulting i n v ery l imited c ommuting 
traffic. 

Birds and bat s are known to collide with communications towers, transmission lines, and other 
elevated structures. The cumulative projects in the area include numerous existing transmission 
lines, the proposed EITP, and t he 2.3 mile long gen-tie line associated with the Project Action.  
These lines could cause injury and/or mortality as a result of injuries suffered from accidental 
collision or electrocution with power lines and the associated structures. Risk would be f urther 
reduced as t he EITP and ot her new t ransmission l ines and  poles w ould be constructed 
according to standards which are designed to be av ian-safe in accordance with the Suggested 
Practices for Avian Protection on Power Lines: the State of the Art in 2006 (APLIC 38 2006).  
However, collisions and electrocutions would still occur to some individuals during operations of 
these lines. Due to a lack of current data on eagle mortalities from collision and electrocution in 
the project area, it i s c urrently unk nown t o w hat extent s uch i ncidents w ould hav e on any  
breeding population of golden eagles or other avian species in the area. 

 

Decommissioning 
In general, it is unlikely that decommissioning activities of the cumulative projects would overlap 
with eac h ot her.  I t i s m ore likely that decommissioning of  t he P roposed A ction would oc cur 
while ot her pr ojects ar e oper ating, or  w ould oc cur after other projects have undergone 
decommissioning on t heir own.  Similar t o operations, most decommissioning activities would 
take place within the fenced project areas, so would not have a high potential to impact wildlife 
species, such as desert tortoise or large mammals, which are excluded by the f ence.  It is 
expected that the impacts during decommissioning would be s imilar to those of construction of 
the Proposed Action, but would be reduced because most activities would take place within the 
exclusion f ence or disturbed areas for t hose pr ojects t hat ar e not  f enced.  A ll m itigation 
measures t hat ar e r equired dur ing c onstruction of  t he Proposed Action to avoid or  m inimize 
impacts to wildlife resources would also be required during decommissioning and reclamation 
activities. 
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Impacts to Special Status Wildlife Species 
As di scussed above, w ildlife impacts associated w ith t he P roposed Action and ot her pr ojects 
can oc cur as  a r esult of  phy sical pr oject ac tivities (vehicle use, emissions, etc.), or from the 
clearing and occupation of the current habitat by project infrastructure.  Impacts associated with 
vehicle traffic, emissions, and other factors would be specifically associated with each project’s 
construction, operations, and decommissioning activities.  However, clearing, including removal 
of vegetation, removal of tortoises and other wildlife, and f encing to exclude their return, would 
have adverse impacts by reducing the land area available as habitat for many species, and by 
implementing fencing that could limit connectivity between populations.  These impacts would 
occur as soon as construction began, and w ould c ontinue at  t he s ame l evel t hroughout t he 
remainder of the construction, operations, and dec ommissioning phas es of  t he pr oject.  
Therefore, t hese i mpacts w ould not  be s pecific t o c onstruction, oper ations, or  
decommissioning. 

 

Desert Tortoise 
The P roposed Action would di splace appr oximately 40 adult tortoises, based on the result of  
the Applicant’s surveys.  E stimates of the numbers of tortoises displaced by other projects are 
more difficult.  For  the Ivanpah SEGS project, the most recent point estimate in the June 2011 
Biological O pinion ( BO) is 156 i ndividuals.  Ivanpah SEGS r elocated 75 adults and has 104 
juveniles and hatchlings in pens. The total estimated in the environmental documents for other 
projects includes one f or the JPOE, 88 f or the Silver State solar projects, and 4 f or EITP.  The 
Desert Xpress EIS does not provide an estimate of the number of individuals, but based on the 
estimate of  1, 269 ac res of t ortoise habi tat t o be di sturbed i n California (not all in Ivanpah 
Valley), and a c onservative es timate of  15 i ndividuals per  s quare m ile, t his project could 
displace up to 30 adult individuals.  The Calnev project EIS did not include tortoise surveys in 
critical habitat.  Again, assuming 133 acres within tortoise habitat in Ivanpah Valley and 15 
individuals per  s quare m ile, t his pr oject c ould t emporarily di splace 3 tortoises.  T herefore, a 
rough estimate of the number of individuals that could be displaced by the past, present, and 
future projects is approximately 322 adult individuals. 

The total number of  tortoises present is also difficult to estimate.  A s reported in the Regional 
Assessment ( NatureServe 2012) , t he U SFWS popul ation es timates f or t he I vanpah Critical 
Habitat Unit ranged from 2,622 to 16,301 for t he per iod f rom 2008 t o 2010.   B ecause t he 
Northern Ivanpah Valley Unit, comprising more than 29,000 acres, is not included in the Critical 
Habitat Unit, the total estimate for Ivanpah Valley would be even higher.  Therefore, the 
estimate of 322 individuals represents a maximum of approximately 12 percent of the tortoises 
in the area.  The actual percentage is certainly much lower, and could be as low as 1 percent. 

 

Habitat Loss 

The acreage of the development projects and special land designations which would contribute 
to cumulative wildlife impacts in the Ivanpah Valley are summarized in Table 4.22-7.  As shown 
in t his t able, a total of 18,100 acres within t he ar ea w ould be adv ersely i mpacted by  pas t, 
current, and pr oposed development projects.  This constitutes approximately 10 percent of the 
total tortoise habitat within the area.  However, a large percentage of the remainder is currently, 
or w ould be,  pr otected f rom f uture dev elopment t hrough s pecial l and us e designations.  
Although not all of the acreage for these areas presented in Table 4.22-7 is tortoise habitat or 
within I vanpah V alley, the t otal ac reage of  habitat in the v icinity t hat i s pr otected from f uture 
development is a minimum of 314,000 acres.  Of this, the entire 57,537 acres of the Ivanpah 
DWMA, 22,000 acres of the LSTS, and a large percentage of the 168,000 acres of the Mojave 
National Preserve within Ivanpah V alley, c omprises des ert t ortoise habi tat.  Therefore, upon 
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implementation of the Proposed Action, the vast majority of the 179,000 acres of the tortoise 
habitat in the Ivanpah Watershed would be protected from future development. 

 
Table 4.22-7. Acreage Associated with Cumulative Projects 

Project Acreage of Habitat Affected 

Development Projects 

Stateline Proposed Action 2,143 

Ivanpah SEGS 3,471 

Desert Xpress 1,269 

Calnev Pipeline 133 

Mountain Pass Lateral 104 

JPOE 133 

EITP 480 

Southern Nevada Supplemental 
Airport 7,400 

Silver State Solar 2,967 

Total Habitat Acreage Impacted 18,100 

Special Designation Areas 

Large-Scale Translocation Site 22,000 

Clark Mountain ACEC 4,234 

Ivanpah DWMA 57,537 

Stateline Wilderness 7,000 

Mojave National Preserve 168,758 (acreage in Ivanpah 
Valley, not all habitat) 

Total Habitat Acreage Protected 259,529 

 

The Regional Assessment (NatureServe 2012) evaluated the acreage of the ecological system 
that is compatible with current and proposed infrastructure in order to determine the magnitude 
of the impact of  dev elopment on t ortoise habi tat.  T hese r esults ar e s hown i n T able 4. 22-8.  
Although the Regional Assessment evaluated impacts to numerous different v egetation 
communities, T able 4. 22-8 focuses on the c reosote bush-white bursage scrub, s ince i t i s t he 
preferred vegetative cover for tortoises, and is the predominant vegetation community affected 
by the Proposed Action.  The analysis shows that the past and current projects have already 
affected approximately 10 percent of the creosote bush-white bursage scrub community within 
Ivanpah Valley.  Implementation of the Proposed Action would impact an additional 5 percent of 
this community.  These impacts, from both the current and future projects, would be adverse 
and permanent impacts to tortoise habitat. 
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Table 4.22-8. Acreage of Ecological Systems Compatible with Current and Proposed Infrastructure 

Habitat 
Type 

Total in 
Ivanpah 

Watershed 

Current Conditions Alternative 1, with 
Cumulative Projects 

Alternative 2, with 
Cumulative projects 

Acres Acres Percent of 
Total 

Habitat 

Acres Percent of 
Total 

Habitat 

Acres Percent of 
Total 

Habitat 

Desert 
Tortoise 
Habitat 
(USGS 
Model) 

171,401 165,057 96% 161,646 94% 161,568 94% 

Creosote 
Bush-
White 
Bursage 
Scrub 

40,221 36,200 90% 34,298 85% 34,766 86% 

Source: NatureServe (2012) 

 

Impacts to Tortoise Connectivity 

The Regional Assessment also evaluated potential impacts associated with connectivity related 
to t he P roposed A ction and ot her pr ojects.  Several s tudies have doc umented t he i mpact of  
development in Ivanpah Valley on c onnectivity.  A s al ready di scussed, t he N orthern I vanpah 
Valley U nit w as not  i ncluded w ithin t he I vanpah D WMA at the time of  t he N EMO P lan 
amendment because it is separated from other desert tortoise populations by I-15 and Ivanpah 
Dry Lake to the east, and the Clark Mountains to the west (BLM 2002).  Also, as documented in 
the Regional Assessment, the development of Primm and fencing of the LSTS have effectively 
removed any former connectivity that occurred between the California and Nevada sections of 
Ivanpah V alley. Removal of  t he f encing ar ound t he L STS in Nevada west of I-15, which is 
planned for the future, will improve connectivity between and among desert tortoise 
populations. The current condition assessment shows potential connectivity over Stateline Pass 
to the north, between California and Nevada on the east side of Primm along the west edge of 
the Lucy Gray Mountains, and at the southern end of the valley through Cima Dome.  The study 
confirmed that there was likely to be no effective connectivity through Primm, or through 
Mountain Pass. 

The R egional Assessment concluded t hat t he footprints of  t he proposed S tateline pr oject 
(Alternative B in the Regional Assessment, Alternative 1 in the Draft EIS/EIR) and the evaluated 
alternative (Alternative D in the Regional Assessment and Alternative 2 in this Draft EIS/EIR) 
would not  overlap w ith any  pot ential c onnections i n or  out  of  t he w atershed.  H owever, al l 
evaluated alternatives would reduce the width of useable habitat by desert tortoise.  Because 
tortoise connectivity is based on a continuous occupied habitat model, and not by a 
metapopulation dy namic m odel, t he r eduction of  c ontinuous habi tat i s ant icipated t o reduce 
demographic support and ultimately population connectivity, both within this Northern Unit and 
across the Ivanpah Valley.  Although cumulative projects have impacted connectivity in Ivanpah 
Valley, t he P roposed A ction w ould minimally contribute to a f urther reduction i n regional 
connectivity. 
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Banded Gila Monster  
Gila m onsters w ere not  det ected dur ing f ield s urveys, but  s uitable habi tat ex ists w ithin t he 
project site (First Solar 2012n).  There are no known reports of gila monsters on the other sites.  
Based on the low probability of occurrence in t he ar ea, th ere w ould l ikely be no c umulative 
impacts on the banded Gila monster. 

 

Golden Eagle 
All of the cumulative projects, including the Proposed Action, occur within the distribution range 
of g olden eag les.  Although none of  t he pr ojects are within potential nes ting habi tat ( e.g., 
exposed rocky outcrops), eac h project i s l ocated w ithin f oraging di stance f rom t he i dentified 
nests. 

The cumulative affect of the projects would be to remove vegetation, resulting in the permanent 
reduction of potential foraging habitat.  As shown in Table 4.22-7, the cumulative projects could 
result in temporary or permanent disturbance of 23,000 acres of foraging habitat.  Each project 
would also result in an i ncremental i ncrease i n noise and hum an pr esence, and t hese c ould 
cause an indirect impact to golden eagles. The projects also include several existing 
transmission lines, the new EITP, and the Proposed Action’s 2.3 mile long gen-tie transmission 
line, which would present potential collision hazards. 

Each of the cumulative projects would be subject to mitigation measures similar to those 
required f or t he P roposed A ction f or pr otection of  w ildlife and ot her r esources.  For the 
Proposed A ction, t hese i nclude m easures that would require avoidance of  nes ting bi rds and 
development of a Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy, which would include an Eagle 
Conservation Plan. 

 
Burrowing Owl 
All of the cumulative projects, including the Proposed Action, occur within the distribution range 
of burrowing owls.  Burrowing owls have been observed within the vicinity of the project area 
and those of the other cumulative projects.  If present, cumulative impacts to the burrowing owl 
would be the same as discussed above for golden eagles, except that burrowing owls may nest 
in the cresoste-bursage habitat, not in the rocky cliffs. As shown in Table 4.22-7, the cumulative 
projects could result in t emporary or  permanent disturbance of 23,000 acres of breeding and 
foraging habitat.  Each project would also result in an incremental increase in noise and human 
presence, and these could cause an indirect impact to burrowing owls. T he pr ojects also 
include several existing transmission lines, the new EITP, and the Proposed Action’s 2.3 mile 
long gen-tie transmission line, which would present potential collision hazards. 

Each of the cumulative projects would be subject to mitigation measures similar to those 
required f or t he P roposed A ction f or pr otection of  w ildlife and ot her r esources.  For the 
Proposed A ction, these i nclude m easures t hat w ould require avoidance of  nes ting bi rds, 
development of  a Bird and B at C onservation S trategy, and s easonal vegetation removal 
restrictions. 

 

Northern Harrier 
There are no formal survey protocols for the northern harrier; however, observations of northern 
harriers were recorded during surveys f or other species between 2008 and 2012,  and dur ing 
seasonal avian point counts since 2010.  O ne individual was observed outside the Study Area 
(First Solar 2012n).  Nesting habitat within the Study Area is limited. 



DESERT STATELINE SOLAR FARM PROJECT 
4.22 WILDLIFE RESOURCES 

 

NOVEMBER 2012 4.22-48 DRAFT EIS/EIR 

If present, cumulative impacts to the northern harrier would be the loss of foraging habitat in the 
winter and during migration. 

 

Prairie Falcon 
Prairie falcons were observed within the Study Area in 2008 and 2010; however, nesting habitat 
does not  ex ist within the S tudy Area.  As reported in t he E IS f or t he Silver State project, the 
prairie falcon has been reported to be pr esent i n t he M cCullough R ange, but  t here ar e no 
records of the s pecies br eeding i n t he ar ea ( Floyd and ot hers 2007).  If pr esent, cumulative 
impacts to the migrating and f oraging f alcons w ould be t he s ame as  di scussed abov e f or 
golden eagles.  As shown in Table 4.22-7, the cumulative projects could result in temporary or 
permanent disturbance of 23,000 acres of foraging habitat.  Each project would also result in an 
incremental increase in noise and human presence, and t hese could cause an indirect impact 
to the prairie falcon. The projects also include several existing transmission lines, the new EITP, 
and the Proposed Action’s 2.3 mile long gen-tie transmission line, which would present potential 
collision hazards. 

Each of the cumulative projects would be subject to mitigation measures similar to those 
required f or t he P roposed A ction f or pr otection of  w ildlife a nd other resources.  For  t he 
Proposed A ction, t hese i nclude m easures t hat w ould require avoidance of  nes ting bi rds, 
development of  a Bird and B at C onservation S trategy, and s easonal vegetation removal 
restrictions. 

 

Loggerhead Shrike, Bendire’s Thrasher, Crissal Thrasher, and Le Conte’s Thrasher 
Loggerhead shrike and Le C onte’s t hrasher w ere obs erved w ithin t he S tudy A rea dur ing 
surveys and suitable nesting and foraging habitat was identified. Bendire’s thrasher and Crissal 
thrasher were not identified during surveys, but potential nesting habitat exists within the site.  If 
present, cumulative impacts to these species would be the same as discussed above for golden 
eagles, except the thrashers and shrike do not  nest on rocky cliffs.  As shown in Table 4.22-7, 
the cumulative projects could result in temporary or permanent disturbance of 23,000 acres of 
potential nesting habitat.  Each project would also result in an incremental increase in noise and 
human presence, and these could cause an indirect impact to these species. The projects also 
include several existing transmission lines, the new EITP, and the Proposed Action’s 2.3 mile 
long gen-tie transmission line, which would present potential collision hazards. 

Each of the cumulative projects would be subject to mitigation measures similar to those 
required f or t he P roposed A ction f or pr otection of  w ildlife and ot her r esources.  For the 
Proposed A ction, t hese i nclude m easures t hat w ould require avoidance of  nes ting bi rds, 
development of  a Bird and B at C onservation S trategy, and s easonal vegetation removal 
restrictions. 

 

Nelson’s Bighorn Sheep  
In general, bighorn sheep primarily occupy mountainous terrain for habitat, using alluvial fans 
and washes as seasonal foraging habitat and mountain valleys as movement corridors between 
mountain ranges. Nelson’s bighorn sheep are known to occur in the nearby Clark Mountains, 
and could potentially use the project areas on the alluvial fans as foraging habitat and possibly 
as a migratory c orridor (Jaeger 1994).  If pr esent, the cumulative projects could r educe t he 
availability of seasonal f orage f or N elson’s bi ghorn s heep, t hough t he total project ar eas 
represent a small fraction of the total available habitat.  The project would result in temporary or 
permanent disturbance of 23,000 acres of potential seasonal foraging habitat.  Also, fencing of 
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the pr oject ar eas would nar row t he w idth of  potential movement c orridors bet ween C lark 
Mountain and t he S tateline H ills, and i ncreased h uman presence c ould increase s tress t o 
bighorn sheep, from dust and hum an ac tivity.  Overall, no k nown important des ert bi ghorn 
sheep movement corridors or seasonal habitats would be di rectly impacted from the Proposed 
Action or any of the other cumulative projects. Therefore, cumulative impacts to desert bighorn 
sheep populations are expected to be low. 

 

American Badger  
American badg ers w ere not  det ected w ithin t he Stateline pr oject ar ea, but  s uitable habitat 
exists.  Additionally, badgers have been obs erved adjacent to the project area on t he Ivanpah 
SEGS site.  If present, the cumulative projects could reduce the availability of  habitat through 
the temporary or permanent disturbance of 23,000 acres of vegetation.  Construction activities 
could k ill or  i njure A merican badg ers by  c rushing w ith heav y e quipment, or c ould bur y t hem 
within a den, particularly since badgers are nocturnal and undergo torpor in winter months. 
Construction activities could also result in disturbance or harassment of individuals. 

Each of the cumulative projects would be subject to mitigation measures similar to those 
required f or t he P roposed A ction f or pr otection of  w ildlife and ot her r esources.  For the 
Proposed Action, these include measures that would require biological monitoring and worker 
training.  These measures would reduce the potential for the cumulative projects to have direct 
impacts to the American badger. 

 
Special Status Bat Species 
A bat habitat assessment and surveys performed in 2010 and 2011 within the Stateline project 
area (Brown 2011; First Solar 2012n) id entified s uitable habitat f or several bat  s pecies, 
including pal lid bat s, western pi pistrelles, and California l eaf-nosed bats. No r oost s ites were 
located within the area, but general areas that may serve as potential roosts and foraging sites 
were identified.  The environmental analyses of the other cumulative had similar findings. 

The cumulative projects could reduce the availability of foraging habitat through the temporary 
or permanent disturbance of 23,000 acres of vegetation in the area.  Construction impacts to 
special status bats would be comparable to construction impacts for other avian species, 
including potential vehicle strikes and loss of habitat.  Operational impacts to these bat species 
would i nclude l oss of  f oraging and roosting habitat; collision with communications towers, 
transmission lines, and other elevated s tructures; at traction t o ni ghttime l ighting; i ncreased 
dust; i ncreased noi se and i ncreased hum an ac tivity that disrupts normal behavior; hazards 
within m ovement corridors, ham pering normal movement between f oraging habi tat and w ater 
sources; and habi tat f ragmentation.  Each of  t hese i mpacts as sociated w ith t he P roposed 
Action would potentially be ex acerbated through the concurrent construction and operation of 
several other projects in the area. 

Each of the cumulative projects would be subject to mitigation measures similar to those 
required f or t he P roposed A ction f or pr otection of  w ildlife and ot her r esources.  For the 
Proposed A ction, t hese i nclude m easures t hat w ould r equire biological m onitoring, and 
development of a Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy. 

 

Modify Boundary of Ivanpah DWMA 
As discussed with respect to Table 4.22-7 above, BLM and other Federal actions have resulted 
in des ignations of  l arge ar eas f or conservation pur poses, i ncluding desert t ortoise protection.  
The combined acreage of the various ACECs, DWMAs, Mojave National Preserve, and 
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Wilderness areas in t he I vanpah W atershed totals more than 259,000 ac res.  Modification of 
the boundary of the existing Ivanpah DWMA would add an additional 23,000 acres, or about 8 
percent, to the land area currently designated for conservation of wildlife.  Therefore, the action 
of modifying t he D WMA boundar y w ould hav e a benef icial i mpact on w ildlife r esources, 
including the special status wildlife species identified in the areas of the Proposed Action and 
alternatives. 

 

4.22.10.5 CEQA Significance Determinations 

Wild-1 
A total of 15 special status wildlife species (desert tortoise, banded Gila monster, golden eagle, 
burrowing ow l, nor thern har rier, prairie falcon, loggerhead shrike, Bendire’s thrasher, crissal 
thrasher, Le C onte’s t hrasher, N elson’s bi ghorn s heep, A merican badger, pallid bat, 
Townsend’s big-eared bat , and s mall-footed myotis) are potentially present in the area of the 
proposed Stateline facility and other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects.  
Potential c umulative i mpacts t o these species include mortality and injury t o i ndividuals f rom 
ground clearing and use of heavy equipment and vehicles.  For instance, the concurrent 
construction, operation, and dec ommissioning activities of several projects in the vicinity of the 
proposed pr oject, i ncluding t he S tateline S olar Far m, I vanpah SEGS, JPOE, E ITP, C alnev 
pipeline, and Mountain Pass Lateral project would result in an increase in traffic using the Yates 
Well Road exit from I-15, as well as an increase in heavy construction equipment being used in 
the ar ea.  T his c umulative i ncrease i n t raffic and the use of heavy equipment would likely 
increase the potential for vehicle strikes to individuals.  An increase in human presence during 
concurrent construction, operation, and decommissioning of the projects would also potentially 
increase indirect impacts to individuals resulting from human presence, noise, and light in the 
project area.  Human presence, i ncluding us e of  open w ater s ources, c ould al so i ncrease 
subsidies to predators.  Again, because many of the projects are in relatively close proximity to 
each other, these effects could be additive.  For  species avoiding human presence, this could 
result in wildlife avoidance over a l arge area.  For species attracted by human presence, it 
could result in an increase in the number of predators, and therefore increase in predation. 

The total number of individuals of these species that would be impacted can only be estimated 
for t he desert t ortoise.  I t i s es timated t hat implementation of  t he P roposed Action and other 
projects could displace up to 322 individuals out of a total population numbering at least 2,600.  
In addi tion, because the Proposed Action of modifying t he boundary of  the Ivanpah DWMA 
would l ikely pr eclude any  ot her f uture l arge-scale dev elopment i n t he area, the num ber or  
tortoises to be di rectly impacted by  development projects in t he Valley is not likely to exceed 
this current estimate. 

The other special status species evaluated are either likely not present on the project site (gila 
monster, bighorn sheep, and badg er), or are highly mobile species (birds and bat s) that would 
likely not  be i mpacted except by  avoidance of  t he pr oject ar eas.  Therefore, the numbers of 
individuals of these species that would be impacted cannot be determined.  Because operations 
and dec ommissioning ac tivities would oc cur w ithin t he same project footprint, these activities 
would likely not directly impact any additional special status wildlife species. 

Each of the cumulative projects would be subject to mitigation measures similar to those 
required for the Proposed Action for protection of  wildlife and ot her resources.  For  the desert 
tortoise, t hese i nclude m easures t hat r equire bi ological ov ersight of  pr oject activities, worker 
training, speed limits, pre-construction clearance surveys, exclusion fencing, noise and lighting 
limitations, and measures to reduce potential attraction of  predators.  Implementation of  these 
measures for t he pr oposed pr oject, and s imilar m easures t hat w ould be r equired f or f uture 
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projects would ensure that there would no cumulative ef fect.  I mpacts of  the proposed project 
would not be cumulatively considerable. 

Similarly, m itigation m easures f or bi rd and bat  s pecies would be applied for all projects, and 
would i nclude measures t hat would r equire avoidance of  nes ting bi rds and development of  a 
Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy.  With implementation of these measures, there would be 
no c umulative ef fect, and t he i mpacts of  t he pr oposed project would not be cumulatively 
considerable. 

 

Wild-2 
The acreage of the development projects and special land designations which would contribute 
to cumulative effects to habi tat in t he I vanpah Valley are summarized above in Table 4.22-7.  
As shown in this table, a cumulative total of 18,100 acres of habitat within the area would be 
adversely i mpacted by  pas t, c urrent, and pr oposed dev elopment pr ojects.  This constitutes 
approximately 10 percent of the total habitat within the area.  However, a large percentage of  
the remainder is currently, or would be, protected from future development through their special 
land use designations.  Although not all of the acreage for these areas presented in Table 4.22-
7 is tortoise habitat or within Ivanpah Valley, the total acreage of habitat in the vicinity that is 
protected f rom future development is a m inimum of  314,000 acres.  O f this, the ent ire 57,537 
acres of the Ivanpah DWMA, 22,000 acres of the LSTS, and a large percentage of the 168,000 
acres of the Mojave National Preserve within Ivanpah Valley, comprises desert tortoise habitat.  
Therefore, upon implementation of the Proposed Action, the vast majority of the 179,000 acres 
of the tortoise habitat in the Ivanpah Watershed would be protected from future development. 

Because the combination of these actions would limit the cumulative effect to approximately 10 
percent of the habitat in the area, and special designations for wildlife habitat would preclude 
future development on the majority of the remainder of the habitat, the cumulative effect would 
be l ess t han s ignificant.  T he c ontribution of  t he proposed project to t he ef fect would not  be 
cumulatively considerable. 

The R egional Assessment (NatureServe 2012)  ev aluated t he c umulative ef fect of all past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable projects on c onnectivity bet ween t ortoise popul ations i n 
the Ivanpah Watershed and areas outside of the Valley.  The Regional Assessment concluded 
that connectivity had been impacted by the development of I-15, the Union Pacific Railroad, and 
the development of Primm, as well as the fencing of the LSTS north of Primm.  Therefore, there 
has been a cumulative effect on connectivity in the area.  However, the proposed project would 
not affect any of the previous or remaining connection corridors.  Therefore, the contribution of 
the proposed project to habitat connectivity would not be cumulatively considerable. 

 

4.22.10.6 Cumulative Impacts from Alternatives 

Alternative 2: 2,385 Ac Alternative 
Potential impacts to wildlife resources under Alternative 2 would be approximately the same as 
those associated with the Proposed Action.  Therefore, the cumulative impacts associated with 
Alternative 2 would be the same as those described above for the Proposed Action. 

 

Alternative 3: 2,151 Ac Alternative 
Potential impacts to wildlife resources under Alternative 3 would be approximately the same as 
that associated with the Proposed Action.  Therefore, the cumulative impacts associated with 
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Alternative 3 would be the same as those described above for the Proposed Action. 
 

Alternative 4: Reduced Acreage Alternative 
Potential i mpacts t o wildlife r esources under A lternative 4 w ould be reduced from those 
associated w ith t he P roposed Action.  T herefore, t he c umulative i mpacts as sociated w ith 
Alternative 4 would be reduced from those described above for the Proposed Action. 

 

Alternative 5: No Action Alternative 
Alternative 5,  t he No Action A lternative, would not  contribute to cumulative impacts to wildlife 
resources.  This alternative w ould not hav e the benef icial i mpact of protecting an additional 
23,000 acres to the land area already protected from development in the area. 

 

Alternative 6: No Project, Exclude Solar Alternative 
By denying the solar energy application, Alternative 6 would allow existing land uses to continue 
on the project site as they are today.  Therefore, this alternative would not contribute to wildlife 
resource impacts as sociated w ith t he r emoval of  t he 2,143 acre Proposed Action footprint.  
However, by excluding the proposed facility area from future solar development, Alternative 6 
would c ontribute i ncrementally t o t he r eduction i n t he am ount of  l and area available for 
renewable ener gy dev elopment, t hereby el iminating t he possibility that another solar project 
would select that location and subsequently impact wildlife resources in those locations. 

 

Alternative 7: No Project, Approve Solar Alternative 
By denying the solar energy application, Alternative 7 would allow existing land uses to continue 
on t he pr oject s ite as  t hey ar e today.  In addition, Alternative 7 would not  i nclude any  
management ac tions t hat r estrict f uture us es of  t he s ite.  T herefore, A lternative 7 would not  
contribute to cumulative impacts to wildlife resources. 

 
4.22.11 Mitigation Measures 

4.22.11.1 Applicant-Proposed Measures 
The A pplicant has  des igned t he c onstruction and oper ation of  the Proposed Action to 
incorporate a v ariety of  m itigation and m inimization m easures t o minimize impacts on al l 
terrestrial s pecial-status species.  T hese A PMs ar e s pecified i n t he A pplicant’s P lan of 
Development (First Solar 2011), as well as a variety of management plans and technical 
reports.  A summary of the measures pertinent to the protection of wildlife resources, as well as 
measures associated with other resources, is as follows:  

 

Desert Tortoise 

APM-Wild-1: The P roject w ould adopt  t he appl icable des ert t ortoise pr otection m easures 
prescribed by the NEMO Plan, and appl icable measures adapted to the Project from the BMPs 
and mitigation measures prescribed for renewable energy projects on public land. 

 

APM-Wild-2: Desert tortoise relocation would occur as described in the Project BO, Incidental 
Take Permit, and associated CDFG permitting, and would also be discussed in the Project 
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Desert Tortoise Translocation Plan as an appendix to the Project EIS. Unavoidable impacts to 
desert tortoise habitat would be mitigated by habitat replacement at a ratio indicated in the 
Project EIS and as determined through the formal consultation process. 

 

APM-Wild-3: The perimeter fence will include tortoise exclusion fencing as appropriate to 
project mitigation measures, to prevent desert tortoises from entering the Proposed Solar Farm. 

 

Noxious Weeds 

APM-Wild-4: The Applicant will develop an Integrated Weed Management Plan and provided in 
support of the Project EIS. This Plan would be implemented during all Project phases. 

 

Migratory Birds 

APM-Wild-5: Nesting bird locations would be temporarily avoided during construction. 

 

Dust Control 

APM-Wild-6: A Du st C ontrol P lan w ill be dev eloped i n ac cordance w ith M ojave D esert Air 
Quality M anagement D istrict r equirements pr ior t o c onstruction. T he pl an will detail control 
measures t o r educe f ugitive em issions f rom c onstruction and oper ational ac tivities, i ncluding 
but not l imited to watering of  unpaved roads and ot her disturbed surface areas, vehicle speed 
limits, windbreaks, transport container covers, and cleaning and maintenance procedures. 

 

Lighting 

APM-Wild-7: The level and intensity of lighting would be the minimum needed for security and 
safety reasons. These lights would be t urned on ei ther by a l ocal switch or by motion sensors 
that would be triggered by movement at a human’s height during maintenance or emergency 
activities. Lights used for a par ticular operation would be ex tinguished once that operation has 
been completed, providing they are not required for ongoing safety or security purposes. There 
would be no l ights around the Project perimeter in order to minimize the Project’s visual impact 
on surrounding receptors and roads. Sensors on the security fencing would alert security 
personnel of  possible intruders. Exterior l ights would be s hielded and f ocused downward and 
toward the interior of the site to minimize lighting impacts to the night sky and to neighboring 
areas. 

 

Waste 

APM-Wild-8: Chemicals w ould be s tored i n appr opriate c hemical s torage facilities. Bulk 
chemicals are not expected to be used on site. Most other chemicals would be stored in smaller 
returnable delivery containers. All chemical storage areas would be designed to contain leaks 
and spills in containment areas or containment plans. Appropriate spill containment and c lean-
up kits would be k ept on s ite dur ing construction and m aintained dur ing t he oper ation of  t he 
Project. Construction wastes would be di sposed of in accordance with local, state and Federal 
regulations. Damaged or retired m odules w ould be r eturned t o Fi rst S olar’s m anufacturing 
facility in Ohio, where they would be recycled into new modules or other new products. 
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APM-Wild-9: Bulk f uel c ontainers w ould be s tored i n s econdary c ontainment to catch any 
potential f uel s pills. W aste lubricating oi l w ould be r ecovered and recycled by a waste oil 
recycling contractor. Spilled petroleum hydrocarbon wastes would be collected and t ransported 
to an off-site disposal facility authorized to accept the wastes. 

 

APM-Wild-10: Solid wastes generated by the Project would be temporarily stored in wind- and 
wildlife-secure containers on site and then transported to an of f-site disposal facility authorized 
to accept the wastes. 

 

Noise 

APM-Wild-11: Construction activities would t ypically be l imited t o day time hour s, t hereby 
minimizing nighttime noise disturbance. Construction activities that must be conducted at night 
for safety reasons would comply with San Bernardino County standards for construction noise 
levels. 

 

4.22.11.2 Mitigation Measures Specified for other Resources 
In addition to t he A pplicant-Proposed M easures, t he f ollowing m easures specified for ot her 
resources within this draft EIS/EIR would be required by BLM as conditions of the ROW grant.  
Although s pecified f or ot her r esources, eac h of  t he f ollowing m easures w ould c ontribute t o 
protection of wildlife resources. 

 

MM-Air-1: Air Quality Construction Management Plan.  The Applicant shall implement their 
Air Quality Construction Management Plan (First Solar 2012c) that describes the fugitive dust 
control measures that would be implemented and monitored at all locations of proposed facility 
construction.  This plan s hall c omply w ith the mitigation measures described in t he Fugitive 
Dust Control Rules enforced by the Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District (MDAQMD 
Rule 403. 2), as  w ell as  t he ex isting S IP av ailable f or P M10 and P M2.5, and t he B LM Fug itive 
Dust/PM10 Emissions Control Strategy for the Mojave Desert Planning Area.  The plan shall be 
submitted to MDAQMD no less than 60 days prior to the start of construction.  The plan shall be 
incorporated into all contracts and contract specifications for construction work.  The plan shall 
outline the steps to be taken to minimize fugitive dust generated by construction activities by: 
• Describing each active operation that may result in the generation of fugitive dust; 

• Identifying all sources of fugitive dust, e.g., earth moving, storage piles, vehicular traffic; 

• Describing t he control m easures t o be appl ied t o each of  the sources identified.  The 
descriptions shall be sufficiently detailed to demonstrate that the best available control 
measures required by the air quality districts for linear projects are used; and 

• Providing the following control measures, in addition to or as listed in the applicable 
rules but not limited to:  

- Frequent watering or stabilization of ex cavation, s poils, ac cess r oads, s torage 
piles, and other sources of fugitive dust (parking areas, staging areas, other) if 
construction activity cause persistent v isible emissions of  fugitive dust beyond 
the work area; 

- Use of  street sweeping and trackout devices at  the construction site.  Sweep 
streets daily (with water sweepers) if visible soil material is carried into adjacent 
public streets or wash trucks and equipment before entering public streets; 
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- Apply chemical soil stabilizers or apply water t o f orm and m aintain a c rust on 
inactive construction areas (disturbed lands that are unused for four consecutive 
days); 

- Cover s tockpiles and s uspend c onstruction w ork w hen w inds ex ceed 30 m iles 
per hour; 

- Pre-watering of soils prior to clearing and trenching; 

- Pre-moisten, prior to transport, import and export dirt, sand, or loose materials; 

- Installing temporary coverings on storage piles when not in use.  Cover loads in 
haul trucks or maintain at least six inches of free-board when traveling on publ ic 
roads; 

- Dedicating water truck or high/capacity hose to any soil screening operations;  

- Minimizing drop height of material through screening equipment; 

- Reducing the amount of disturbed area where possible; and 

- Planting vegetative g round c over i n di sturbed ar eas as  s oon as  pos sible 
following construction activities. 

The Applicant or  i ts des ignated r epresentative shall obt ain pr ior appr oval f rom t he MDAQMD 
prior t o any  dev iations f rom f ugitive dus t c ontrol m easures s pecified in the Air Quality 
Construction Management Plan.  A justification statement used t o explain t he technical and 
safety r eason(s) t hat pr eclude the use of required f ugitive dus t c ontrol m easures s hall be 
submitted to the appropriate agency for review. 

The provisions of the Air Quality Construction Management Plan shall also apply to project 
decommissioning activities. 

 

MM-Air-3: Operations Emissions Reduction.  The Applicant shall implement the following 
measures to reduce emissions during operations and maintenance activities: 

• The Applicant shall control fugitive dust from the unpaved roads on the site during operation 
using the following methods; 

• The m ain ac cess r oad f or em ployees and del iveries t o t he m aintenance c omplex shall be 
paved as early during construction as practical; 

• The other unpaved roads at the site shall be s tabilized using water or soil stabilizers so that 
vehicle travel on these roads does not cause visible dust plumes; 

• Traffic speeds on unpaved roads shall be l imited to no m ore than 15 miles per hour. Traffic 
speed signs shall be di splayed prominently at all site entrances and at egress point(s) from 
the central maintenance complex; 

• All on-site of f-road equipment and on -road vehicles for operation/maintenance shall be new 
equipment that meets the recent California Air Resources Board engine emission standards 
or alternatively fueled construction equipment, such as compressed natural gas, liquefied 
natural gas, or electric, as appropriate; 

• All equipment shall be turned off when not in use.  Engine idling of all equipment shall be 
minimized; and 

• All equipment engines shall be maintained in good operating condition and in proposed tune 
per manufacturers’ specification. 

 



DESERT STATELINE SOLAR FARM PROJECT 
4.22 WILDLIFE RESOURCES 

 

NOVEMBER 2012 4.22-56 DRAFT EIS/EIR 

MM-Lands-2: The Decommissioning Plan shall ensure compliance with all applicable federal, 
State, and local plans, policies, and regulations at the time of decommissioning. 

 

MM-Veg-1: Minimize Impacts to Vegetation Communities.  Final engineering of  the project 
shall reduce the size of the temporary construction work areas where possible and minimize the 
impacts t o s ensitive v egetation c ommunities.  P rior t o t he s tart of construction, work areas 
(including, but not limited to, staging areas, access roads, and sites for temporary placement of 
construction materials and spoils) s hall be del ineated w ith or ange c onstruction f encing or  
staking to clearly identify the limits of work and shall be verified by the biological monitor (MM-
Veg-2) prior to ground disturbing activities.  Fencing/staking shall remain in place for the 
duration of construction.  Spoils shall be stockpiled in disturbed areas lacking native vegetation 
or where habitat quality is poor.  To the extent possible, disturbance of shrubs and surface soils 
due t o s tockpiling s hall be m inimized. A ll di sturbances, v ehicles, and eq uipment s hall be 
confined to the flagged areas.  

When f easible, c onstruction ac tivities s hall i mplement dr ive and crush rather than grading. 
Construction equipment would drive over and crush nat ive pl ants t o m inimize i mpacts t o t he 
roots of  des ert s hrubs. D rive and c rush i s ex pected t o r educe the recovery time of desert 
scrubs within the temporary construction areas.  

 

MM-Veg-2: Designated Biologist.  Prior to ground disturbing activities, an i ndividual shall be 
designated by t he A pplicant and appr oved by  t he B LM and w ildlife ag encies ( USFWS and 
CDFG) as a Designated Biologist (i.e., field contact representative).  A Designated Biologist will 
be assigned for the period during which on-going construction and post-construction monitoring 
and r eporting by  an appr oved bi ologist i s r equired, s uch as annual reporting on vegetation 
restoration. The Designated Biologist shall have the authority and responsibility to halt activities 
that are in violation of the mitigation measures. To avoid and minimize effects to biological 
resources, the Designated Biologist shall: 

• Notify BLM’s A uthorized O fficer and t he w ildlife ag encies at  l east 14 c alendar 
days before initiating ground disturbing activities.  

• Immediately notify BLM’s Authorized Officer and the wildlife agencies, in writing, 
if the project Applicant does not comply with any of the mitigation measures.  

• Conduct c ompliance i nspections at  a m inimum o f once per month during on-
going c onstruction af ter c learing, g rubbing, and g rading ar e c ompleted, and s ubmit a 
monthly compliance report to BLM’s Authorized Officer until construction is complete.  

Prior to project initiation, the Designated Biologist shall develop and implement a W EAP which 
shall be available in English and S panish. W allet-sized cards summarizing the information will 
be provided to all construction and O&M personnel. The WEAP shall include the following:  

• An explanation of the function of flagging that designates authorized work areas.  

• An explanation of the sensitivity of the vegetation communities and special status 
plant species within and adjacent to work areas.  

• The importance of avoiding the introduction of invasive weeds onto the proposed 
Stateline site and surrounding areas.  
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MM-Veg-3: S pecial-Status P lant A voidance and R estoration. Prior to the s tart of  
construction, a qualified bi ologist shall conduct focused surveys during t he appropriate 
blooming period for special status plant species for all portions of the proposed facility that have 
not been previously surveyed.  When feasible, construction activities should avoid special 
status plant species. The Applicant’s Closure, Decommissioning, and Reclamation Plan (First 
Solar 2012d) (MM-Veg-5) shall include methods to salvage soil and s eed in areas containing 
special status plant species for use i n t he r evegetation of  t emporary impact ar eas, and s hall 
include container stock and s eed of  t he af fected s pecial s tatus pl ant s pecies f or use i n 
restoration/revegetation areas.  

 

MM-Veg-4: Noxious Weed Management Plan.  The Applicant shall prepare and implement a 
Noxious Weed M anagement P lan t o c ontrol non -native i nvasive w eeds, as  dev eloped i n 
cooperation with the BLM and C ounty of  San Bernardino.  T he Integrated Weed Management 
Plan for the project shall include a risk as sessment of  t he i nvasive w eed s pecies c urrently 
known within t he pr oposed S tateline s ite, pr ocedures t o c ontrol t heir s pread on s ite and t o 
adjacent off-site areas, and procedures to help minimize the introduction of new weed species. 
The Noxious Weed Management Plan shall be submitted to the BLM and County for review and 
approval prior to the start of construction and shall be implemented prior to, during, and 
following the completion of construction for the life of the project. 

 

MM-Veg-5: Revegetation of Temporary Disturbed Areas.  Temporarily disturbed areas shall 
be revegetated according to the Applicant’s Closure, Decommissioning, and Reclamation Plan 
(First S olar 2012d) .  The P lan m ust be appr oved i n w riting pr ior t o t he i nitiation of  any  
vegetation disturbing activities. Restoration involves recontouring the land and replacing topsoil 
(if i t w as c ollected). R evegetation al so i nvolves pl anting seed and/or container stock, 
maintaining the plantings ( e.g., w eeding, r eplacement pl anting, s upplemental w atering), and 
monitoring t he r estored/revegetated ar eas f or a per iod of  at  least five years (or until the 
restoration/ revegetation meets all success criteria).  The Plan shall include methods to salvage 
soil and s eed i n ar eas c ontaining s pecial s tatus pl ant s pecies f or use in the revegetation of 
temporary impact areas, and shall include container stock and seed of the affected special 
status plant species for use in restoration/revegetation areas. Restoration measures in desert 
environments generally include alleviating soil compaction, returning the surface to its original 
contours, pitting or imprinting the surface to allow small areas where seeds and rain water can 
be captured, planting seedlings with root mass necessary to survive without watering, planting 
seedlings in the spring with her bivory cages, br oadcasting l ocally collected seed immediately 
prior to the rainy season, and covering seeds with mulch. 

 

MM-Veg-6: Streambed A lteration A greement.  Given t he ant icipated i mpacts t o C DFG 
jurisdictional ar eas, the A pplicant would be  required t o obt ain a S treambed A lteration 
Agreement from the CDFG in accordance with Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game 
code.  This per mit would i nclude m itigation m easures t hat w ould be implemented by the 
Applicant. 

 

MM-Water-8: Construction SWPPP Specifications. A Construction SWPPP shall be 
developed for the Stateline facility. NOIs s hall be f iled w ith t he S WRCB and t he Lahont an 
Regional Water Quality Control Board.  A Waste Discharge Identification Number  shall be 
obtained prior to the issuance of construction per mits. T he S WPPP s hall be s tored at  t he 
construction site for reference by construction personnel and for inspection review. The 
SWPPP shall include BMPs that would be adhered to during construction in order to stabilize 



DESERT STATELINE SOLAR FARM PROJECT 
4.22 WILDLIFE RESOURCES 

 

NOVEMBER 2012 4.22-58 DRAFT EIS/EIR 

graded areas and waterways, and reduce erosion and sedimentation. Such BMPs may include 
but are not limited to those described below.  

• Erosion m inimizing ef forts such as  s traw w attles, w ater bar s, covers, silt fences, and 
sensitive area access restrictions ( for example, f lagging) that would be installed before 
clearing and grading begins.  

• Mulching, seeding, or other suitable stabilization measures would be used to protect 
exposed areas during construction activities.  

• During construction activities, measures would be i n place to ensure that contaminants 
are not discharged from the construction sites.  

• Debris and s ediment bas ins would be es tablished, both upg radient and downgradient, 
as necessary, to capture silt and other materials, which might otherwise be carried from 
the site by rainwater surface runoff. The basins shall be designed in accordance with the 
County Detention Basin Policy, which includes standards for sizing and ar moring.  T his 
would require armoring on bot h the upgradient and dow ngradient (water release) sides 
of each basin.  

• Straw wattles ( or c omparably ef fective dev ices [ as det ermined by  t he ons ite C ivil 
Engineer, in c onsultation w ith t he E nvironmental M onitor]) s hall be pl aced on t he 
downslope s ides of  t he pr oposed w ork w hich would direct flows into temporary 
sedimentation basins. 

• Stormwater protection berms positioned in the area of facility structures (substation and 
O&M Building).  

• The SWPPP s hall i nclude a S edimentation and E rosion C ontrol P lan t o m inimize t he 
potential for project sediment to leave the site and result in downstream sedimentation.  

• All erosion control materials shall be biodegradable and natural fiber.  

All be BMPs required by the SWPPP shall be checked and maintained regularly and after all 
larger s torm ev ents. A ll r emedial w ork s hall be done i mmediately af ter discovery so 
sedimentation control devices remain in g ood w orking or der dur ing t he ent ire c onstruction 
phase. Proper implementation will be verified by the Environmental Monitor. 

 

MM-Water-9: Storm W ater M anagement P lan. The pr oject ow ner shall implement t he 
requirements of  t heir S torm W ater M anagement P lan (First Solar 2012k) to operate and 
monitor to effectiveness of their proposed stormwater management system.  

The Storm W ater Management P lan s hall be s ubmitted t o bot h t he B LM and the C ounty f or 
review and appr oval, and shall i nclude a pl an t o m onitor and i nspect periodically, before first 
seasonal and after every storm event: 

• Security and T ortoise Exclusion Fence: Inspect for damage and buildup of sediment or 
debris. 

• Facility s tructures w ithin dr ainages or  s ubject t o dr ainage ov erflow: I nspect f or t ilting, 
damage, depth of scour compared to depth below ground. 

• Drainage Channels: Inspect for substantial migration or changes in depth, and transport 
of trash, debris, or broken PV module components. 

• Stormwater protection features, including protection berms, culverts, and c ement road 
crossings. 
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• Constructed D ebris and Sediment Basins: Inspect for scour and structural integrity 
issues caused by erosion, and for sediment and debris buildup. 

• Ivanpah P laya S urface: I nspect f or c hanges i n t he s urface t exture and quality from 
sediment buildup, erosion, or transported debris. 

Short-Term Incident-Based Response: 

• Security and Tortoise Exclusion Fence: R epair dam age, and r emove bui lt-up of  
sediment and debris. 

• Facility s tructures: R emove br oken m aterials, dam aged s tructure, and w iring from the 
ground, and replace with materials meeting original construction specifications. 

• Drainage Channels: No short-term response necessary unless changes indicate r isk to 
facility structures. 

• Constructed Debris and Sediment B asins: R epair dam age, m aintain er osion c ontrol 
measures and remove built-up sediment and debris. 

• Ivanpah Playa Surface: Remove transported debris, not ify B LM t o dev elop pl an f or 
addressing sedimentation or erosion issues. 

Long-Term Design-Based Response: 

• Propose operation/BMP modifications t o addr ess ong oing i ssues. I nclude pr oposed 
changes to monitoring and response procedures, frequency, or standards. 

• Propose design modifications to address ongoing issues. This may include construction 
of additional active storm water management diversion channels and/or detention 
ponds. 

• Inspection, s hort-term i ncident r esponse, and l ong-term des ign-based r esponse m ay 
include activities both i nside and out side of  t he appr oved r ight-of-way. For  ac tivities 
outside of the approved right-of-way, the A pplicant will notify BLM and acquire 
environmental review and approval before field activities begin. 

At least sixty (60) days prior to commercial operation, the project owner shall submit to the BLM 
and the County a c opy of the Storm Water Management Plan for review and appr oval prior to 
commercial operation. The Applicant shall retain a copy of this plan onsite at the power plant at 
all times. 

 

Water-10 Accidental spill cont rol and env ironmental t raining. Prior t o t he ons et of  
construction of  t he Stateline f acility, t he f ollowing s pecifications m ust be pr ovided by t he 
Applicant to the BLM: define ar eas where hazardous m aterials would be s tored, where t rash 
would be pl aced, w here r olling eq uipment w ould be par ked, f ueled and s erviced, and where 
construction materials such as reinforcing bars and s tructural steel members would be s tored. 
The Applicant shall also pr escribe hazardous m aterials handl ing pr ocedures f or r educing t he 
potential for a spill during construction, and shall include an emergency response program to 
ensure quick and safe cleanup of accidental spills. These specifications may be included in the 
project’s SWPPP, or may be included as a separate plan.  

Prior to and during c onstruction, an env ironmental t raining pr ogram s hall be es tablished t o 
communicate environmental concerns and appropriate work practices, including spill prevention 
and response measures, and SWPPP measures, to all field personnel. A monitoring program 
shall be implemented to ensure that the plans are followed during all construction, operations 
and maintenance, and decommissioning activities. 
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Storage of fuels and hazardous materials shall be prohibited within 200 feet of surface water 
features and private groundwater supply wells, and within 400 feet of community or municipal 
groundwater supply wells (if it is determined that such wells exist on or in close proximity to the 
project site).  

During construction/ground di sturbing ac tivities and oper ation, al l v ehicles and eq uipment, 
including all hydraulic hoses, shall be maintained in good working order so that they are free of 
any and all leaks that could escape the vehicle or contact the ground, and t o ensure that any 
leaks or spills during maintenance or storage can be easily and properly removed.  

Compliance will be verified by the Environmental Monitor and the local SWPPP authority at the 
time of construction. 

 

4.22.11.3 Additional Mitigation Measures 
In addi tion t o t he A pplicant-Proposed Measures and measures specified f or ot her r esources, 
the following measures specified for other resources within this draft EIS/EIR would be required 
by BLM as conditions of the ROW grant. 

 

MM-Wild-1: Designated Desert Tortoise Biologist: Prior to ground disturbing activities, one 
or more individuals shall be des ignated by the Applicant and approved by the BLM and wildlife 
agencies ( USFWS and C DFG) as a Designated Biologist (i.e., field contact representative).  
The Designated B iologist should possess a bachelor’s degree in biology, ecology, wildlife 
biology, her petology, or  c losely r elated f ields as  det ermined by  the BLM and USFWS. The 
Designated B iologist must have demonstrated prior f ield experience us ing accepted resource 
agency techniques to survey for desert tortoises and t ortoise sign. In addition, the Designated 
Biologist would have the ability to recognize and accurately record biological information. 

The Designated Biologist shall be em ployed for the per iod dur ing which on-going construction 
and pos t-construction monitoring and reporting by an appr oved biologist i s r equired, such as  
annual reporting on habi tat restoration. Each Designated B iologist shall be approved by the 
BLM’s Authorized Officer (i.e., BLM field manager, Needles Field Office). The Designated 
Biologist shall have the authority to ensure compliance with the Conservation Measures for the 
desert tortoise set forth in the BO and mitigation measures specified in the BLM ROW grant, 
and w ill be the pr imary ag ency c ontact for t he implementation of these measures. The 
Designated B iologist w ill hav e t he aut hority and r esponsibility t o hal t any  pr oposed Stateline 
facility activities that are in violation of the BO Conservation Measures or terms and conditions.  
A detailed list of responsibilities of the Designated Biologist is summarized below. To avoid and 
minimize effects to biological resources, the Designated Biologist shall:  

• Notify B LM’s A uthorized Officer and the USFWS at least 14 calendar days 
before the initiation of ground disturbing activities.  

• Immediately not ify B LM’s A uthorized O fficer and t he U SFWS i n w riting if the 
Applicant does not comply with any BO Conservation Measures or terms and conditions 
including, but  not  l imited t o, any  ant icipated f ailure t o i mplement B O C onservation 
Measures or terms and conditions within the periods specified.  

• Conduct compliance inspections dai ly dur ing on-going construction as clearing, 
grubbing, and grading are completed, and submit a monthly compliance report to BLM’s 
Authorized Officer until construction is complete.  
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MM-Wild-2: D esert T ortoise Authorized B iologists and Biological M onitors.  An  
appropriate num ber of  aut horized bi ologists and bi ological m onitors shall be pr esent dur ing 
construction for the protection of desert tortoises. The names of all authorized biologists shall 
be submitted to the BLM, USFWS, and CDFG for review and approval at least 30 days prior to 
initiation of  any  des ert t ortoise c learance s urveys.  Project ac tivities s hall not  beg in unt il 
authorized biologists and biological monitors have been approved. Replacements of authorized 
biologists shall require BLM and USFWS approval.  Authorized Biologists are those biologists 
who have been approved to handle desert tortoises by the USFWS and CDFG under authority 
of the B iological O pinion and S tate I ncidental T ake P ermit.  B iological Monitors ar e q ualified 
biologists w ho per form c onstruction m onitoring ac tivities but  l ack authority to handl e des ert 
tortoises, except when a t ortoise is in immediate danger.  The BLM shall approve all biological 
monitors. 

The Biological Monitor will be a q ualified biologist who shall be r esponsible for identification of  
habitat t hat s upports s pecial s tatus s pecies. T he B iological M onitor s hall be responsible for 
implementation of measures requiring a q ualified bi ologist’s i ntervention.  Biological m onitors 
work under the direction of Authorized Biologists and the Designated Biologist(s). 

Authorized biologists and biological monitors would be assigned to monitor each area of activity 
where conditions exist that may result in take of desert tortoise (e.g., clearing, grading, lowering 
in pi pe, backfilling, recontouring, and reclamation activities). An Authorized Biologist or 
Biological Monitor shall be as signed to each active construction area. The Authorized Biologist 
and Biological Monitor shall also be responsible for inspecting the integrity of tortoise fencing 
through the project life, and walking the fenceline to identify and, if necessary, handle tortoises 
that show signs of fenceline distress. The Authorized Biologist and Biological Monitor shall have 
the contractual authority to temporarily halt construction should a federally listed, state listed, or 
special status species be found or encountered during construction activities so that procedures 
may be i mplemented t o ei ther r elocate t he s pecies ( if appl icable) or  not ify t he appropriate 
agency personnel. 

Only A uthorized B iologists appr oved by  t he U SFWS and CDFG shall be per mitted t o handle 
desert t ortoises in cases where a t ortoise must be m oved out  of  harm’s way or  translocated.  
Only Authorized B iologists m ay handle desert t ortoises t o implement t he r equirements of  t he 
Translocation Plan.  Biological Monitors shall provide clearance when heavy equipment is 
driven or tracked to new areas of the Proposed Action or areas that have not been ac tively in 
construction. Clearing is achieved by walking or driving ahead of (escorting) the equipment and 
surveying for desert tortoises that could be crushed. If a desert tortoise is found in a travel lane, 
travel shall be halted until the tortoise has either moved off of the road on its own, or if after 15 
minutes, an Authorized Biologist has moved it from the road. 

Authorized biologists, under the direction of the Designated Biologist, shall be responsible for 
determining compliance with m easures as  def ined by  t he B iological O pinion and ot her 
agreements.  Authorized bi ologists s hall m aintain a det ailed r ecord of  al l desert t ortoises 
encountered during project surveys and monitoring.  Environmental inspection and monitoring 
procedures will be in compliance with the environmental commitments documented in the 
EIS/EIR and any special conditions that will be required as part of other Federal and/or State 
permits, approvals, or licenses. 

 

MM-Wild-3: W orker E nvironmental Awareness P rogram ( WEAP). All applicant em ployees 
and contractors working in the field would complete a WEAP administered by a qualified 
biologist that is familiar with the species in question.  Program content would be approved by 
the BLM and appropriate state agencies. Training shall pr imarily be adm inistered in a location 
off of the ROW; however, Biological Monitors may provide in-field training in situations where 
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this is necessary. A  det ailed l og of  al l per sonnel hav ing r eceived W EAP t raining s hall be 
maintained. 
At a minimum, t he pr ogram w ould c over s pecies i dentification, di stribution, g eneral behav ior 
and ecology, sensitivity to human activities, threats (including introduction of exotic plants and 
animals), legal protection, penal ties f or v iolations of  f ederal and s tate l aws, r eporting 
requirements, and Project-related protective measures in the Biological Opinion. All field 
workers would be i nstructed that activities must be confined t o l ocations w ithin t he appr oved 
Proposed Action area.  In addition, the program would include fire prevention measures to be 
implemented by employees during construction of  the Proposed Action. The program w ould 
instruct participants t o r eport al l s pecial s tatus s pecies obs ervations dur ing c onstruction 
activities to a Biological Monitor. 

 

MM-Wild-4: Delineation and identification of sensitive areas. Prior to construction, the 
Applicant shall stake, flag, f ence or  ot herwise c onspicuously del ineate al l env ironmentally 
sensitive areas that are to be pr otected in place and r emain undisturbed dur ing construction.  
All disturbances, vehicles, and equipment shall be excluded from the flagged areas. 

 

MM-Wild-5: Existing routes of travel. Existing routes of travel would be used for ingress and 
egress t o the project s ite.  A ccess r oads t hat r equire i mprovement i n habi tats oc cupied by  
desert tortoise or other special-status or protected wildlife would have an authorized biologist or 
biological monitor survey the area pr ior to modification of t he route. Cross-country t ravel by  
vehicles and equipment would be prohibited.  Speed limits along all access roads shall not 
exceed 15 miles per hour in order to minimize dust during construction and O&M activities. 

 

MM-Wild-6: Pre-construction surveys for desert tortoise. Construction sites, staging areas, 
and access routes would be cleared by a qualified desert tortoise biologist before the start of 
construction, ground-disturbing activities, equipment or vehicle staging, or other actions with the 
potential to harm or kill desert tortoises or other special-status and protected wildlife. Authorized 
biologist(s) or bi ological m onitor(s) must s urvey t he s ite f or des ert t ortoises us ing ag ency-
approved survey t echniques. I f c onstruction oc curs dur ing t he des ert tortoise active season 
(March 1 through October 31), or when temperatures and environmental conditions are 
conducive to tortoise activity as determined by an aut horized biologist, the survey would occur 
within 48 hours before surface disturbance.  D uring the inactive season (November 1 t hrough 
February 28, except as noted above), when conditions are not conducive to tortoise activity as 
determined by an authorized biologist, one survey must occur within 72 hours of surface 
disturbance or up to five days in advance of disturbance if conditions are not favorable for 
tortoise activity. 

 

MM-Wild-7: Desert Tortoise Handling.  Impacts on the desert tortoise shall be mitigated by 
relocating any  i ndividuals observed w ithin t he immediate construction ar ea t o suitable habitat 
outside the development impact footprint, as feasible.  Only an Authorized Biologist, possessing 
necessary per mits, s hall r elocate i ndividuals. A ll r elocations of  desert t ortoises shall be 
documented and r eported t o t he appr opriate j urisdictional ag encies, and consultation prior to 
relocation may be required. 

Tortoises ex cavated f rom bur rows must be r elocated to unoc cupied natural or  artificially 
constructed burrows immediately following excavation.  Relocation of tortoises shall be done i n 
accordance with the Applicant’s Translocation Plan, Conservation Measures specified in the 
BO, and mitigation measures specified in the BLM ROW grant. 
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All pot ential desert t ortoise bur rows f ound i n t he construction zone, whether occupied or  not , 
shall be excavated by an authorized biologist to allow removal of desert tortoises or desert 
tortoise eggs. Tortoises and nests found within the Proposed Action area must be relocated by 
an aut horized t ortoise bi ologist i n ac cordance w ith t he l atest U SFWS-approved pr otocol 
detailed in the Desert Tortoise Field M anual ( USFWS 2009). Unoccupied burrows would be 
collapsed or blocked to prevent tortoise re-entry.  Any desert tortoise burrows and pal lets that 
are observed out side of  but  w ithin 50 f eet of the construction work area must be f lagged f or 
avoidance.  No stakes or flagging shall be pl aced on t he ber m or  i n t he m outh of  a des ert 
tortoise burrow.  Desert tortoise burrows shall not be marked in a manner that facilitates 
poaching.  Avoidance f lagging must be des igned to be eas ily distinguished f rom access route 
or other flagging, and w ould be des igned i n c onsultation w ith ex perienced c onstruction 
personnel and aut horized bi ologists.  All f lagging s hall be r emoved following c onstruction 
activities. 

Procedures for handling t ortoises w ould f ollow t hose des cribed i n t he D esert T ortoise Fi eld 
Manual (USFWS 2009c). All tortoises would be handl ed using disposable surgical gloves. The 
gloves would be disposed of af ter handl ing each tortoise. Equipment or materials that contact 
desert tortoises must be s terilized, disposed of, or changed before contacting another tortoise. 
Desert tortoises must only be moved for the purpose of moving the tortoises out of harm’s way. 
The aut horized biologist would document eac h t ortoise enc ounter/handling w ith t he f ollowing 
information, at  a m inimum: a narrative describing circumstances; v egetation t ype; dat es of  
observations; conditions and heal th; any apparent injuries and s tate of  heal ing; i f moved, the 
location from which it was captured and the location where it was released; maps; whether 
animals voided their bladders; and di agnostic markings (that is, identification numbers marked 
on lateral scutes). 

Whenever a vehicle or construction equipment is parked longer than 10 minutes within desert 
tortoise habitat, whether the engine is engaged or not, the ground around and underneath the 
vehicle shall be inspected for desert tortoises prior to moving the vehicle. If a desert tortoise is 
observed, an authorized biologist shall be contacted. If the tortoise does not move on its own 
within 15 minutes, the tortoise shall be removed and relocated by the authorized biologist prior 
to vehicle movement. 

Water shall not  be al lowed t o pool  on t he R OW, ac cess r oads, or  any  ot her ar ea of  t he 
Proposed Action where the potential for desert tortoise presence exists. In particular, water 
storage tanks shall be monitored for leaks, and dus t c ontrol t rucks s hall be m onitored f or 
pooling water. 

Any c onstruction pi pe, c ulvert, or  s imilar s tructure w ith a diameter greater than three inches 
above g round on t he construction s ite f or one or  more nights shall be i nspected f or t ortoises 
before the material is moved, buried, or capped by the Applicant.  As an alternative, structures 
may be capped before being stored on the construction site. 

Any movement of a desert tortoise identified in advance of construction would be limited to that 
necessary to move the individual out of harm’s way.  T he movement would be c onducted only 
by the Authorized Biologist, in accordance with procedures defined in the Biological Opinion. 
A B iological M onitor w ould be pr esent dur ing operation and maintenance activities w ithin 
occupied desert tortoise habitat, and pre-maintenance clearance surveys. Exclusionary fencing 
would be  required i n oc cupied des ert t ortoise habi tat i f t he m aintenance ac tion requires 
significant ground disturbance.   

 

MM-Wild-8: H abitat A cquisition f or D esert T ortoise.  To c ompensate f or desert t ortoise 
habitat affected during construction, these effects would be of fset through either an acceptable 
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land acquisition, habitat improvements or an assessed financial contribution, based on the final 
construction footprint. 

The Applicant would provide compensatory mitigation at a 3: 1 ratio for impacts to 2,143 acres 
(for t he P roposed A ction) or  ot her ac reage di sturbed by  t he f inal pr oject f ootprint.  For 
compliance with the California Endangered Species Act (CESA), as administered by the CDFG, 
at l east tw o-thirds of  t he 3: 1 m itigation w ould be ac hieved by  ac quisition, i n f ee t itle or  i n 
easement, of land suitable for desert tortoise.  The Applicant would provide funding for the 
acquisition, i nitial habi tat i mprovements, and l ong-term m anagement endow ment of  t hese 
CDFG compensation lands.   

The remaining one-third of the 3:1 compensatory mitigation would be developed in accordance 
with BLM’s mitigation requirements as described in the NEMO Plan Amendments. The formula 
includes both payment of  credits into a c onservation fund, and l and purchase.  T his mitigation 
would acquisition of up to 2,143 acres of land (or area equivalent to the final approved ROW 
grant) w ithin t he Eastern Mojave R ecovery U nit, or  des ert t ortoise habi tat enhanc ement or  
rehabilitation ac tivities t hat m eet B LM, appr oval, or s ome combination of t he t wo. Potential 
habitat enhancement or rehabilitation activities could include, but are not limited to: fencing of 
major road ways; f acilitation of  t ortoise connectivity (e.g. adding culverts); removal of  g razing 
(as al ready i dentified in N EMO); t ortoise head s tart; r estoration of  i llegal, unaut horized, or  
closed routes; safing of abandoned mines; or providing increase law enforcement or education 
out reach. 

 

MM-Wild-9: Night Lighting.  The Applicant shall minimize night lighting during construction by 
using shielded directional lighting that i s poi nted dow nward t hereby av oiding i llumination t o 
adjacent natural areas and the night sky. 

 

MM-Wild-10: R aven C ontrol P lan.  The A pplicant s hall i mplement t heir Raven Control Plan 
(First S olar 2012h)  for t he pr oject. T he R aven C ontrol P lan s hall i dentify t he pur pose of  
conducting raven control and include, at a minimum, training on how to identify raven nests and 
how to determine whether a nest belongs to a raven or a raptor species; describe the seasonal 
limitations on disturbing nesting raptors; describe raven control methods to be em ployed (e.g. 
perching and nesting deterrents); and describe procedures for documenting the activities on an 
annual basis. The plan shall provide details on the specific measures for storage and di sposal 
of all litter and trash t o di scourage s cavengers t hat m ay pr ey on t he des ert t ortoise.  The 
Applicant shall include in the trash abatement program a provision to require trash containers or 
bags be in or affixed to all project vehicles. All trash, including food scraps and cigarette butts, 
shall be placed immediately into a raven-proof container on the ROW for weekly removal or be 
placed in a crew vehicle trash container that shall removed daily. Trash shall not be discarded 
onto the ROW. 

 

MM-Wild-11: B ird and B at C onservation Strategy and E agle C onservation Plan.  The 
Applicant shall implement their Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy (First Solar 2012g) for the 
project.  The document shall include measures to identify resident and migratory birds, and bat 
species t hat c ould pot entially be pr esent, i dentify pr oject-related activities that c ould af fect 
individuals or habitat, define measures to be used t o m inimize t he pot ential f or impacts, and 
establish a monitoring program to evaluate the strategy. 

The document shall include an Eagle Conservation Plan to address Stateline facility impacts to 
golden eagles. The Applicant shall prepare and submit the Eagle Conservation Plan to the BLM 
and USFWS for review and approval prior to initiation of construction. The Eagle Conservation 
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Plan s hall be pr epared i n ac cordance w ith t he D raft E agle C onservation P lan Guidance 
(USFWS 2011 c). The Eagle Conservation Plan shall describe the golden eagle studies 
completed f or t he pr oposed facility; a risk analysis; advanced c onservation pr actices t o be 
implemented during operations (if needed), including a description of the adaptive management 
strategy for the proposed facility and compensatory mitigation; and post-construction monitoring 
and reporting procedures for golden eagles. 

 

MM-Wild-12: Bird breeding season.  To mitigate construction impacts to MBTA species, the 
Applicant would perform vegetation removal prior to MBTA nesting season, implement seasonal 
buffers, and adhere to timing restrictions. Timing restrictions and buffers would be cooperatively 
determined by the agencies (USFWS, BLM, and CDFG).  Vegetation within a disturbance area 
that m ay s upport ac tive nes ts shall o nly be r emoved dur ing t he non -nesting s eason 
(approximately September-March).  If this is not possible, a pr e-construction nest survey must 
be conducted by a qualified biologist to determine the presence of any active nests.  If an active 
nest is identified within the project area, it must be i mmediately protected until the young have 
fledged from the nest or the nest becomes inactive.  Work can commence in adjacent areas, 
but an appropriate “no-occupancy” buffer zone must be es tablished to protect the nest and i ts 
inhabitants until f ledging.  T he s ize of  t he buf fer zone is species and habi tat dependent , and 
should be determined in coordination with the BLM, USFWS and CDFG.  Minimum buffer zones 
are t ypically 50 f eet and they may be larger for listed species or raptors.  Sound or visual 
barriers may be erected in coordination with biological monitoring if necessary. 

 

MM-Wild-13: Management of  T emporary W ater S torage P onds. Temporary water s torage 
ponds shall be fitted with protective netting or other structures, as required by CDFG, to 
eliminate t heir us e as  a w ater s ource by  av ian s pecies.  The des ign and c onstruction of the 
ponds will use the following: 

• Anti-perching devices will be installed around the perimeter of eac h pond to exclude 
ravens and other birds from accessing the edge of the ponds; 

• Ponds will be lined to av oid infiltration and r e-surfacing of  open w ater out side of  t he 
pond area; 

• The ponds will be covered with netting to reduce avian access; 

• Ponds will operate only for the minimum amount of time necessary to complete 
construction in the area t hey w ere i ntended t o support, and w ill be c losed onc e 
construction in each area is completed; 

• Monitoring of the ponds and the integrity of the netting will be performed. 

The A pplicant s hall c onsult w ith B LM, U SFWS, and C DFG regarding appropriate net ting 
material and other design requirements. 

 

MM-Wild-14: Compliance R eporting. All enc ounters w ith s pecial s tatus s pecies s hall be 
immediately reported to the Designated Biologist, who shall record the following information: 

• Species name; 

• Location (narrative and maps) and dates of observations; 

• General condition and health, including injuries and state of healing; 

• Diagnostic markings, including identification numbers or markers; and 
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• Locations moved from and to (if applicable). 

Within 60 day s f ollowing project c ompletion, t he applicant shall s ubmit a pos t-construction 
monitoring report to the BLM and USFWS.  The report shall document the effectiveness of 
each avoidance and minimization measure; the actual acreage disturbed by project activities by 
habitat type; the number of  individual special status species observed during construction; the 
number of individuals killed, harmed, harassed, or injured in accordance with the incidental take 
statement; and any other pertinent information.  The report shall also make recommendations 
for modifying avoidance and minimization measures in order to enhance species protection in 
the future. 

 
4.22.12 Residual Impacts After Mitigation 
Implementation of the avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures described in Section 
4.22.12 would m itigate t he di rect and i ndirect i mpacts t o w ildlife r esources on t he Stateline 
project site. Under CEQA, implementation of  t he av oidance, m inimization, and m itigation 
measures would mitigate impacts to wildlife resources to a level below significance. 
Implementation of the required mitigation would not result in any additional impacts to wildlife 
resources.  No residual impacts to wildlife resources would occur with the implementation of the 
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures.  

The Proposed Action and three other action alternatives would potentially have adverse impacts 
on individuals and habitat of 15 special status wildlife species.  For most of these species, their 
presence within the project area is speculative or limited, and impacts would be minimal.  
Mitigation measures for bird and bat  s pecies w ould i nclude measures t hat w ould r equire 
avoidance of  nes ting bi rds and development of  a Bird and B at C onservation S trategy.  With 
implementation of these measures, there would be no residual impacts to these species.  For  
the desert tortoise, take in the form of harassment of an undetermined number of individuals 
would result because Authorized B iologists would conduct pre-clearance surveys and pick up 
and m ove t ortoise out  of  har m’s w ay.  However, i mplementation of  A PMs and mitigation 
measures required by BLM for protection of  w ildlife and ot her r esources would r educe di rect 
impacts, and therefore the potential for residual impacts, to the tortoise.  These include APM-
Wild-1 ( desert t ortoise pr otection m easures i n N EMO P lan A mendments), APM-Wild-2 
(relocation of  t ortoises), APM-Wild-3 (tortoise exclusion fencing), MM-Wild-1 (Oversight by 
Designated Biologist), MM-Wild-2 (Oversight by Authorized Biologists and Biological Monitors), 
MM-Wild-3 ( WEAP), MM-Wild-4 ( Delineation of  Sensitive Areas), MM-Wild-5 (Use of  Existing 
Routes and S peed Li mits), M M-Wild-6 (P re-Construction S urveys), and M M-Wild-7 ( Desert 
Tortoise Handling Requirements). 

Without mitigation, t he pr oposed Stateline f acility would c ontribute t o t he c umulatively 
substantial l osses of  w ildlife r esources w ithin t he Ivanpah V alley. T he av oidance and 
minimization measures as well as compensatory mitigation to offset direct, indirect, and 
cumulative impacts to wildlife resources would assure compliance with state and f ederal laws, 
and the cumulative impacts would have no substantially adverse effects following mitigation. 
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4.23 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 
The BLM NEPA Handbook (H-1790-1 Sec. 9.2.9), the NEPA Guidelines (40 CFR 1502.16), and 
CEQA Guidelines S ection 15126 .2 r equire a  discussion o f any  i rreversible or  i rretrievable 
commitments of resources which would be caused by implementation of the proposed Stateline 
facility or one of the action alternatives; the relationship between short-term uses and long-term 
productivity of the environment; and any growth-inducing impacts.  

Resources irreversibly or irretrievably committed to a proposed action are those used on a long-
term o r pe rmanent bas is. This i ncludes t he us e o f nonr enewable r esources such as  metal, 
wood, f uel, pape r, aggregate and  ot her na tural r esources. These r esources a re c onsidered 
irretrievable i n t hat t hey w ould be us ed for a p roposed ac tion w hen t hey c ould hav e been  
conserved or  u sed for other pur poses. A nother i rreversible or  i rretrievable c ommitment of 
resources i s t he unav oidable des truction o f nat ural r esources t hat c ould l imit the r ange of 
potential uses of that particular environment.  

The Stateline Solar Farm project would irretrievably commit resources over the 30-year life of 
the project. Construction of the proposed Stateline f acility would c ommit nonrenewable 
resources dur ing pr oject c onstruction and  on going u tility s ervices dur ing p roject oper ations. 
During project operations, oi l, gas, and other nonrenewable resources would be consumed for 
maintenance purposes, although on a limited basis. After 30 years, the Stateline facility could be 
decommissioned and the land returned to its pre-project state, or the facility owners may wish to 
work with the BLM to replace the old facilities with a new re-powering project on the same site. 
In the ev ent that t he pr oject i s dec ommissioned, po tentially s ome o f t he r esources used i n 
construction of the facility could be r etrieved. However, full site recovery to its pre-project state 
may not be possible given the 30-year life-span of the Stateline facility and the many unknown 
variables that could affect the site. Open desert lands and sensitive desert habitats have 
potentially lengthy recovery time from disturbances such as solar development. 

The Stateline facility is a renewable energy project intended to generate solar energy to reduce 
reliance on fossil fuels. Over the 30-year l ife o f the Stateline facility, t his r enewable ener gy 
project would contribute incrementally to the reduction in demand for fossil fuel used to generate 
electricity, thereby resulting in the project having a beneficial effect of the commitment of 
nonrenewable resources.  
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4.24 Short-Term Uses of Man’s Environment and the Maintenance/Enhancement 
of Long-Term Productivity 

The BLM NEPA Handbook (H-1790-1 Sec. 9.2.9) and the NEPA Guidelines (40 CFR 1502.16) 
require a discussion of the relationship between short-term uses and long-term productivity of 
the env ironment from i mplementation o f t he p roposed Stateline f acility or on e o f t he ac tion 
alternatives. “Short term” refers to the total duration of project construction, whereas “long term” 
refers to an indefinite period beyond the construction of the project. The specific impacts of the 
proposed project vary in kind, intensity, and duration according to the activities occurring at any 
given time. The proposed project involves tradeoffs between long-term productivity and short-
term uses of the environment.  

The short-term uses of the environment as a result of the proposed Stateline Solar Farm facility 
and the o ther ac tion al ternatives include those typically found with solar energy development. 
Short-term i mpacts as sociated with construction activities described elsewhere i n Chapter 4, 
Environmental Consequences, include air and greenhouse gas emissions, use of groundwater, 
increased noise and traffic, and changes to local employment and tax revenues associated with 
construction.  These i mpacts w ould g enerally c ease upon c ompletion o f pr oject c onstruction, 
and there would be no residual effects from these impacts.  These can be compared to the long-
term benefits of the Proposed Action and the other action alternative, all of which would provide 
for t he p roduction o f clean, renewable ener gy c onsistent w ith Feder al and  S tate goals to 
increase production of renewable energy to help reduce dependence on fossil fuels.  

As discussed ear lier in Section 4.23, I rreversible and Irretrievable Commitment o f Resources, 
the Proposed Action and alternatives could permanently damage sensitive desert habitats, 
which i n turn c ould adv ersely a ffect the l ong-term p roductivity o f t he a rea. H owever, t hese 
action alternatives would all also provide a long-term benefit by generating electric power 
without any increase in the use of non-renewable resources, such as fossil fuels, which would 
result in a benefit to air quality and a reduction in carbon-based emissions.  
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4.25 Growth-Inducing Impacts 
The BLM NEPA Handbook (H-1790-1 Sec. 9.2.9), the NEPA Guidelines (40 CFR 1502.16), and 
CEQA Guidelines S ection 15126. 2 r equire a  discussion o f growth-inducing impacts t hat 
potentially would result from implementation of the Proposed Action or alternatives.  Specifically, 
CEQA G uidelines S ection 15126. 2(d) r equires a di scussion o f t he w ays i n w hich t he pr oject 
could foster ec onomic or popul ation growth, o r i nduce additional hous ing, either di rectly or  
indirectly i n t he s urrounding env ironment. N EPA r egulations al so pr ovide for di scussing t he 
growth-inducing impacts of a project. As stated in 40 C.F.R. § 1508.8(b), “indirect effects may 
include growth inducing effects and other e ffects related to induced changes in t he pattern of 
land us e, popul ation de nsity or  growth rate, an d r elated e ffects on ai r and w ater and o ther 
natural systems, including ecosystems.”  The discussion of growth-inducing impacts also must 
address how  a  pr oject may r emove obs tacles to growth, or  encourage and  facilitate ot her 
activities that could significantly affect the environment, either individually or cumulatively.  

Typically, a pr oject’s growth-inducing pot ential would be c onsidered s ignificant i f i t leads t o 
population i ncreases above w hat i s as sumed i n l ocal and  regional land us e pl ans, o r i n 
projections made by regional planning authorities. Significant growth-inducing impacts also 
could oc cur if a p roject pr ovides i nfrastructure or s ervice c apacity that w ould accommodate 
growth l evels be yond t hose per mitted by  l ocal or  r egional pl ans and  pol icies.  Increased 
development and growth in an area depend on a variety of factors, including employment and 
other opportunities, availability of developable land, and availability of infrastructure, water, and 
power resources.  

As discussed in Section 4.13, Social and Economic Issues, the proposed project’s construction 
and oper ation phase labor needs  w ould be dr awn f rom Clark C ounty, N evada and S an 
Bernardino County, California.  The proposed project would require less than one percent of the 
total construction workforce o f t hese two counties.  Fu rther, research shows that construction 
workers typically c ommute up to t wo hour s o ne w ay t o a j ob site r ather than relocating.  
Because of the s ize o f t he available construction w ork force and the expected m inimal i n-
migration o f c onstruction w orkers, pr oject construction w ould be ex pected to hav e m inimal 
impacts on population growth.  Project operation phase employment levels (seven to 10 fulltime 
workers) are so low as to have minimal impacts on the population levels and the availability of 
housing in the project area and thus growth-inducing impact potential also would be minimal. 

The P roposed A ction or  al ternatives w ould not  remove bar riers t o growth and dev elopment 
because of project-related changes in land use designations or providing utilities and/or access 
to previously undeveloped areas.  No lands would be converted to residential or commercial use 
by the project; the transmission lines associated with project development would merely connect 
project electrical output to the grid and thus would not provide service to previously unserved 
areas; no new roadways would be c onstructed that would provide access to nearby areas that 
then would be opened up to residential or commercial development. 

Because insufficient supplies of electricity would inhibit growth (and ongoing economic activity 
as w ell), i t could be  a rgued that the new  el ectrical generating c apacity r epresented by  the 
project is growth-inducing because it removes the obstacle to growth that would result from 
insufficient electrical supplies. However, it should be noted that the California legal mandates to 
increase the use of renewable energy sources are not necessarily growth-related.  

 In 2006, the California passed the California Global Warming Solutions Act (AB 32), which 
required the state to reduce emissions of CO2 and other GHGs to 1990 emission levels (a 25 
percent reduction) by 2020.  SB 1368 was enacted in 2006, which prohibits California electric 
utilities from constructing pow er pl ants o r en tering i nto l ong-term pur chase c ontracts w ith 
facilities that do not meet the GHG emissions standard.  The California RPS legislation requires 
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investor-owned utilities (IOUs), publicly-owned utilities, and energy service providers to increase 
purchases of renewable energy such that at least 33 pe rcent of retail sales are procured from 
renewable ener gy resources by  D ecember 31,  2020.  The C alifornia mandates do  not  appl y 
only t o i ncremental pow er generation c apacity t hat does  no t y et ex ist.  T he required s hift i n 
generation to renewables is not merely to power future growth – it also applies to the generating 
capacity needed to continue to serve the current level of demand on an ongoing basis.   

In addition, utility organizations are obligated to be able to meet the current and projected future 
electrical demand of t heir customers – having insufficient capacity i s not an op tion.  Because 
electrical dem and i s pr ojected t o i ncrease i n t he c oming y ears, the u tilities need addi tional 
capacity t o meet the pr ojected de mand, as w ell as  t o replace aging generating capacity t hat 
must be retired. This need for additional capacity is forecasted with or without implementation of 
the proposed project. 

In s hort, the S tateline Solar Farm Project would contribute t o California’s abi lity t o change i ts 
electrical generating s ource m ix to m eet l egal mandates ( renewable ener gy and  greenhouse 
gases), and would help the State of California to meet its obligations under AB32. It also and 
would help satisfy both current levels and projected future levels of demand for electricity.  For 
these r easons, the increased el ectrical c apacity r epresented by  t he project w ould not  be  
considered to have significant growth-inducing impacts. 
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5.0 Consultation, Coordination, and Public Involvement 
5.1 Interrelationships 
The Bureau of Land Management’s (BLM’s) authority over the proposed Desert Stateline Solar 
Farm project includes the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA; 43 United States 
Code [ U.S.C.] 1701 et  s eq.), B LM’s Solar Energy D evelopment P olicy of  October 7,  2010 
(Instruction Memorandum [IM] 2011-003), and BLM renewable energy guidance as specified in 
BLM IM-2011-059, 2011-060, and 2011-061. The FLPMA authorizes BLM to issue Right-of-
Way (ROW) grants for renewable energy projects. Section 211 of  EPAct 05 sets for the sense 
of Congress that the Secretary of the Interior should seek to have appr oved a minimum of 
10,000 megawatts (MW) of renewable energy generating capacity on public lands by 2015. 

 

5.1.1 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) has jurisdiction to protect the aquatic ecosystem, 
including water quality and wetland resources under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Under 
that authority, the USACE regulates the discharge of dredged or f ill material into waters of the 
U.S., including wetlands, by reviewing proposed projects to determine whether they may impact 
such resources and, thereby, are subject to Section 404’s permit requirement.  Throughout the 
Draft Plan Amendment (PA) and Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact 
Report (EIS/EIR) process, the Applicant and BLM have provided information to the USACE to 
assist t he ag ency i n m aking a det ermination r egarding its jurisdiction and need f or a S ection 
404 permit.  

Following consultation with the USACE and California Department of  Fish and Game (CDFG), 
the A pplicant developed a J urisdictional D elineation assessment (LSA 2011 a).  Both Feder al 
and S tate jurisdictional del ineation data was collected al ong 10 t ransects ( 1,500 f eet apar t), 
which were set up north-to-south across the site (perpendicular to existing desert washes).  The 
entire l ength of  eac h t ransect w as s urveyed on f oot and global pos itioning s ystem data was 
recorded at  eac h po int where an active ephemeral w ash i ntersected t he t ransect l ine. 
Jurisdictional features were mapped by tracing data on plastic overlaid on high-resolution aerial 
photographs. 

Ivanpah Lake, which spans the California-Nevada state boundary, is an interstate water, water 
of the United States (WUS), and i s subject to USACE jurisdiction.  H owever, because it is dry 
the majority of the time, it is not considered a navigable water.  Because ephemeral washes are 
tributary to Ivanpah Lake, which is not a traditional navigable water, the drainages would not be 
subject to Section 404 jurisdiction (LSA 2011b).   

 

5.1.2 California Department of Fish and Game 
The CDFG protects f ish and aq uatic habi tats w ithin t he S tate t hrough r egulation of  
modifications to s treambeds, under  Section 1602 of the Fish and Game Code. The BLM and 
the Applicant have provided information to CDFG to assist the agency in its determination of the 
impacts to streambeds, and i dentification of permit and m itigation requirements. The Applicant 
will f ile a  Streambed A lteration A greement w ith C DFG.  In t otal, t he study area includes 
approximately 490 ac res of  r esources ( streambed and l ake) that are potentially subject t o 
CDFG jurisdiction. 

CDFG also has the authority to regulate potential impacts to species that are protected under 
the CESA (Fish and Game Code Section 2050, et seq.). The Applicant has indicated that it will 
file t he appr opriate not ice, i ncidental t ake per mit appl ication, or  r equest f or m emorandum of 
understanding, as appropriate based on potential impacts associated with the Proposed Action. 
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5.1.3 Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District 
The Proposed Action is located within the jurisdiction of the Mojave Desert Air Quality 
management District (MDAQMD), which reviews the plans and specifications for construction in 
the pr oject ar ea. T he MDAQMD would as sess em issions and pos sible ai r c ontamination 
resulting from construction and oper ational activities (e.g., road dust, windblown contaminants, 
and emissions from construction activities). 

 

5.1.4 San Bernardino County 
Under Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) Agreement No. 03-1211 between BLM and the 
County, facilities requiring g roundwater w ells f all under  t he C ounty’s j urisdiction, and w ould 
therefore be r equired t o c omply w ith C ounty O rdinance N o. 3872 r egarding per mitting and 
monitoring of  g roundwater ex traction w ells.  B ecause t he P roposed A ction w ould i nclude 
installation of  g roundwater ex traction w ells, i mplementation of  t he proposed facility would 
require discretionary approval from San Bernardino County with respect to issuance of a well 
permit from the Environmental Health Services Department.  B ecause the County must take a 
discretionary action, the County will be responsible f or c ertifying t he Fi nal E IS/EIR af ter 
reviewing t he doc ument f or c onsistency w ith California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
requirements (CEQA Guidelines §15090).  If the Final EIS/EIR demonstrates that the Proposed 
Action would have significant and unav oidable (not mitigable) impacts and the County decides 
to approve the project, then the County will need to adopt a “Statement of Overriding 
Considerations” explaining the reasons for approving the project despite its significant impacts 
(CEQA Guidelines §15093). 

 

5.2 Consultation Process for ESA Section 7, NHPA Section 106, and Indian Tribes 

5.2.1 ESA Section 7 Compliance 
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) has jurisdiction to protect threatened and 
endangered species under the Endangered Species Act (ESA; 16 U.S.C. Section 1531 et seq.). 
Formal c onsultation w ith t he U SFWS under  S ection 7 of  t he ESA i s r equired f or any  f ederal 
action that may adversely af fect a f ederally-listed species. This consultation has been i nitiated 
through a request by the BLM to initiate f ormal consultation and t he submittal of  a B iological 
Assessment (BA). Following review of the BA and impacts of the Proposed Action, the USFWS 
would be expected to issue a Biological Opinion (BO) that specifies mitigation measures, which 
must be implemented for any protected species. 

 

5.2.2 NHPA Section 106 Compliance 
Federal ag encies m ust also c omply with the N ational H istoric P reservation A ct ( NHPA; 16 
U.S.C. 470, et seq.). Specifically, Section 106 of  t he N HPA r equires a f ederal ag ency with 
jurisdiction over a pr oject to evaluate the ef fect of  the proposed project on pr operties included 
on, or eligible for, the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Federal agencies must also 
provide t he A dvisory C ouncil on H istoric P reservation ( ACHP) an opportunity to comment on 
the effects of the proposed project to those properties. Recent amendments to the regulations 
implementing Section 106 of the NHPA strengthened tribal involvement in the process.  

Any adverse ef fects t hat t he P roposed Action or  al ternatives may have on historic properties 
would be r esolved through compliance with the terms of a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) 
developed under S ection 106 of  t he N HPA ( 16 U .S.C. Section 470). Implementation of the 
Proposed Action also requires local and state agencies to demonstrate compliance with CEQA, 
for w hich s pecific g uidance r egarding c ultural r esources i s pr esented i n Appendix K of the 
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CEQA Guidelines. Local agencies may use the NHPA process to demonstrate compliance with 
those CEQA requirements.  

As described in Sections 3.4 and 4.4, t he as sessment of  i mpacts on c ultural r esources 
assumes the implementation of those measures incorporated into the project design or required 
by r egulation w hich av oid or  r educe pot entially adv erse ef fects. A  proposed action would 
normally have an adverse effect on cultural resources if it would disrupt or adversely affect a 
historic property, including a property with traditional cultural significance (as determined by the 
NRHP and the NHPA’s implementing regulations).  

The basic steps in the Section 106 pr ocess ar e described below along w ith a c orresponding 
summary paragraph presenting BLM’s compliance with the process to date: 

 

Step 1:  I dentification and E valuation of  H istoric P roperties (Cultural Resources). 
Properties within a project’s area of potential effect (APE) are identified with input from the 
State H istoric P reservation O fficer ( SHPO), I ndian t ribes and other consulting parties, and 
evaluated for eligibility to the NRHP by the BLM in consultation with the SHPO. See 36 Code of 
Federal Regulations (CFR) § 800.4. BLM applies NRHP criteria for eligibility for listing found at 
36 CFR part 60.4, in conformance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines 
for Evaluation (48 Federal Register 44723-44726). In general, NRHP eligibility criteria include:  

“The q uality of  s ignificance in A merican hi story, ar chitecture, ar cheology, eng ineering, and 
culture is present in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that possess integrity of 
location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association, and:  

A. T hat are associated with events that have made a s ignificant c ontribution t o t he br oad 
patterns of our history; or  

B. That are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or  

C. That embody the distinctive characteristics or a type, period, method of construction, or that 
represent t he w ork of  a m aster, or  t hat pos sess high artistic values, or that represent a 
significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction; or  

D. That have yielded, or may likely yield, information important in prehistory or history.”  

A literature review, record search, built environment survey, and archaeological inventory has 
been commissioned to identify historic properties within the Stateline project APE. A Native 
American Heritage Commission Sacred Lands File search was also acquired which included a 
list of tribal individuals with whom to consult r egarding t he pr oject and pot ential ef fects t o 
sacred sites. The BLM utilized and expanded that list and initiated Section 106 consultation with 
Indian Tribes to ens ure t hat et hnographic r esources and pl aces of  t raditional c ultural or  
religious concern are also taken into account. 

 

Step 2:  Assessment of  E ffects. BLM det ermines w hether or  not  t he under taking w ill af fect 
historic properties listed in or eligible for listing in the NRHP (36 CFR § 800. 4(d)).  When BLM 
determines that historic properties will be af fected, BLM must assess whether such effects will 
be adverse through by applying the criteria outline at 36 CFR § 800. 5(a)(1). “Effect” is defined 
in the regulations as an “alternative to the characteristics of  a historic property qualifying it for 
inclusion in or eligibility for the National Register” (36 CFR § 800.16(i)). An effect is deemed to 
be adverse i f when t he ef fect may “alter, di rectly or  i ndirectly, any  of  t he characteristics of  a 
historic property that qualify the property for inclusion in the National Register in a manner that 
would diminish the integrity of  the property’s location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, 
feeling or  as sociation” ( 36 C FR § 800. 5(a)(1)). The BLM must pr ovide doc umentation of  t he 
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determinations of eligibility and findings of effect to the SHPO and notify Indian Tribes and other 
consulting parties. 

In the case of the Proposed Action and al ternatives, all efforts have been made to avoid direct 
effects to historic properties. The BLM has not yet made its findings of effect for this project and 
consultation is ongoing. 

 

Step 3:  Resolution of  Adverse E ffects. Through consultation w ith t he SHPO, I ndian t ribes, 
and consulting parties, the BLM seeks to resolve the potential adverse effects of a project by 
developing and evaluating alternatives or modifications to the project that could avoid, minimize, 
or m itigate adv erse ef fects on historic properties and doc umenting t he r esult i n a M OA or  
Programmatic A greement ( 36 C FR §800. 6). The BLM m ust not ify t he A CHP of  i ts adv erse 
effect det ermination and i ntention t o r esolve s uch adv erse ef fects t hrough an M OA or  
Programmatic Agreement and invite the ACHP to participate. 

 

5.2.3 Tribal Consultation 
In addition to the Section 106 consultation process, the BLM consults with Indian Tribes on a 
government-to-government basis in ac cordance w ith s everal aut horities i ncluding National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the NHPA, the American Indian Religious Freedom Act, and 
Executive Order 13007. Under Section 106 of the NHPA, the BLM consults with Indian Tribes 
as part of its responsibilities to identify, evaluate, and resolve adverse effects on historic 
properties affected by BLM undertakings.  

Consultation was initiated for the Project through a letter dated November 21, 2007.  Additional 
letters dated December 23, 2010, August 19, 2011, and November 23, 2011 provided update 
regarding the proposed project.  The following eleven tribes have been contacted: 

• Chemehuevi Indian Tribe 

• Colorado River Indian Tribe 

• Fort Mojave Indian Tribe 

• Las Vegas Paiute Tribe 

• Moapa Band of Paiute Indians 

• Morongo Band of Mission Indians 

• Pahrump Paiute Tribe 

• Ramona Band of Mission Indians 

• San Fernando Band of Mission Indians 

• San Manuel Band of Mission Indians 

• Serrano Nation of Indians 

• Timbisha Shoshone Tribe 

• Twenty-Nine Palms Band of Mission Indians 

To date, the Pahrump Paiute i s t he onl y T ribe t hat has  r esponded and requested additional 
information about the project and the proposed location. 

BLM will continue its outreach and consultation with the Tribes throughout the Stateline Solar 
Energy Project review process as stipulated under Executive Order 13175, November 6, 2000. 
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5.3 Implementation, Monitoring, and Enforcement 

5.3.1 Implementation 
The BLM will continue to involve and collaborate with the public during implementation of this 
Proposed Action. Opportunities to become involved during implementation and monitoring could 
include dev elopment of  par tnerships and c ommunity-based c itizen working g roups. T he B LM 
invites c itizens and us er g roups w ithin t he vicinity of t he Proposed Action to become ac tively 
involved in implementation and monitoring of its decisions to the extent allowable under existing 
law. The BLM and citizens could collaboratively develop site-specific goals and obj ectives that 
mutually benefit public land r esources, l ocal c ommunities, and t he peopl e w ho l ive, w ork, or  
play on the public lands. 

 

5.3.2 Monitoring 
The B LM w ould m onitor activities throughout the life of the Proposed Action to ensure that 
decisions are i mplemented i n accordance with the approved Record of  Decision ( ROD) and 
ROW grant. Monitoring would be conducted to determine whether decisions, Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) and appr oved mitigation ar e ac hieving t he des ired ef fects. E ffectiveness 
monitoring would provide an empirical data base on i mpacts of decisions and effectiveness of 
mitigation. Effectiveness monitoring also would be useful for improving analytical procedures for 
future impact analyses and f or designing or improving mitigation and enhancement measures. 
San Bernardino County also has an obl igation under the CEQA to monitor the implementation 
of adopted mitigation measures within the area of its jurisdiction. 

 

5.3.3 Enforcement and Adaptive Management 
The BLM would i ncorporate adapt ive m anagement i nto m itigation f or t he P roposed A ction. 
Adaptive management is a s ystem of  m anagement pr actices based on c learly i dentified 
outcomes, monitoring to determine if management actions are meeting outcomes, and, i f not, 
facilitating management changes that will best ensure that outcomes are met or to re-evaluate 
the outcomes (DOI 2003). This system goes beyond the traditional “predict-mitigate-implement” 
model in favor of the “predict-mitigate-implement-monitor-adapt” adaptive management model.  

Procedures include (DOI 2003):  

• Determining environmental effects of  a pr oject and i dentifying m itigation needs  al ong 
with other permitting and regulatory requirements. Analysis should indicate where data 
are l acking and unc ertainty ex ists w ith r espect t o the intended outcomes and the 
significance of this lack;  

• Monitoring des igned f or adapt ive m anagement m ust be abl e t o r esult in appropriate 
adjustments in project activities as the project is constructed and planned mitigation is 
installed;  

• Striving to ensure public input into and understanding of the principles of adaptive 
management;  

• Maintaining open c hannels of  i nformation t o t he publ ic and af fected r egulatory and 
permitting agencies during the application of adaptive management, including 
transparency of the monitoring process t hat pr ecedes adapt ive m anagement and t he 
decision-making pr ocess t hat i mplements i t. T his i nvolves: ( a) i dentifying i ndicators of  
change, (b) assessing monitoring activities for accuracy and usefulness, and (c) making 
changes in tactics, activities and/or strategies; and  
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• Providing pos t-activity oppor tunity f or publ ic and af fected outside agency review of 
adaptive management practices, i ncluding pr actices t hat w ere ex ceptions t o any  
resource management plans or  t hat had per mitting and ot her r egulatory r equirements 
not satisfied by prior coordination.  

Adaptive management allows agencies, i n t heir N EPA r eviews, t o es tablish and anal yze 
mitigation m easures t hat ar e pr ojected t o r esult i n t he des ired env ironmental out comes, and 
identify those mitigation principles or measures that it would apply in the event the initial 
mitigation commitments are not implemented or effective (CEQ 2011). 

 

5.4 Public Involvement 

5.4.1 Introduction 
Public participation i s a dy namic pr ocess t hat c ontinues t hroughout t he pr eparation of  t he 
EIS/EIR. Scoping meetings were conducted after the publication of the Notice of Intent (NOI) 
and Notice of P reparation ( NOP) t o f ormally s olicit publ ic and ag ency i nput on i ssues t o be 
addressed in the EIS/EIR. In addition, BLM and San Bernardino County have coordinated with 
affected local, state, and federal agencies on issues of concern, as described in Sections 5.1 
and 5.2 above. Public and ag ency c omments ar e al so bei ng s ought on t he i nformation, 
analysis, and conclusions presented in this Draft EIS/EIR. The BLM will use and coordinate the 
NEPA commenting process to satisfy the publ ic i nvolvement pr ocess f or S ection 106 of  t he 
NHPA as provided for in 36 CFR 800.2(d)(3).  

The results of the scoping process for this Project are summarized below. 

 

5.4.2 Scoping 
The NOI was published in the Federal Register (FR; Volume 76, No. 150) on August 4, 2011. 
The C ounty’s N OP w as publ ished on A ugust 20,  2011.   BLM and S an B ernardino County 
hosted one public scoping on Wednesday, August 31, 2011, from 6:00 pm to 8:00 pm at the 
Primm Valley Golf Clubhouse with a t otal at tendance of  44 i ndividuals.  A P ublic S coping 
Report was released for public review in November 2011 and is included as Appendix B. 

 

Scoping Requirements  
The BLM authorization of  a R OW grant for the project would require a resource management 
land use PA to the California Desert Conservation Area (CDCA) Plan. Scoping is required by 
NEPA pur suant t o C EQ ( 40 C FR 1501. 7) r egulations. The pr ocess ens ures t hat s ignificant 
issues, alternatives, and impacts ar e addr essed i n env ironmental documents and det ermines 
the degree to which these issues and impacts will be analyzed in the EIS.  

 

Scoping Process  
The scoping process for the Stateline Solar Farm project EIS/EIR included the following:  

• Publishing the NOI and NOP to prepare an EIS/EIR.  

• Conducting public scoping meetings and agency consultation meetings.  

• Documenting al l publ ic and ag ency c omments r eceived f or t he pr oposed project in a 
Public Scoping Report (Appendix B).  
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Each of these components is discussed below. 

 

Notice of Intent  
In compliance with NEPA (40 CFR 1501.7), the BLM published a NOI in the Federal Register to 
prepare an E IS for the Stateline Solar Farm project (FR Vol. 76, No. 150, page 47235, August 
4, 2011).  The BLM established a website with project information describing the various 
methods for pr oviding publ ic c omment on t he pr oject, i ncluding an e -mail addr ess w here 
comments could be sent electronically. 

 

Notice of Preparation  
As required by  CEQA Guidelines §15082 ( 14 California Code of Regulations [CCR] 15000 et 
seq.), San B ernardino County i ssued an N OP on August 20, 2011, that summarized the 
Stateline Solar Farm project and stated its intention to prepare a j oint EIS/EIR, and r equested 
comments from interested or affected parties. 

 

Public Scoping Meeting  
Notification for public scoping meetings held on August 31, 2011, at  the Primm Valley Golf 
Course, was made available to the public on BLM’s website for the Stateline pr oject.  In 
addition, notices were sent t o s takeholders, i ncluding t he s tate c learinghouse; f ederal, s tate, 
and local agencies and or ganizations; l ocal pr operty ow ners, l ocal l ibraries; and N ative 
American groups.  

One public scoping meeting was held on August 31,  2011 , at the Primm Valley Golf Course. 
Presentations describing the environmental review process were del ivered by  representatives 
of the BLM and San Bernardino County. First Solar also delivered a presentation describing the 
project. A pproximately 44 persons attended t he m eeting, i ncluding r epresentatives f rom local 
and state agencies, organizations, and private citizens.  

The BLM and S an Bernardino County received a t otal of 26 comment submittals (e.g., letter, 
comment f orm, email) c ontaining 360 individual c omments during t he public scoping period. 
Most c omments c ame f rom f ederal ag encies and ot her or ganizations with interest in the 
proposed pr oject. Fol lowing t he c lose of  t he publ ic scoping per iod, comments were compiled 
and anal yzed t o i dentify i ssues and c oncerns.   Comments were r eceived on t he f ollowing 
categories: project description; human environment issues; natural environment issues; indirect 
and cumulative impacts; project alternatives; and EIS/EIR administrative and permitting issues. 
A summary of t hese c omments i s pr ovided i n t he P ublic S coping R eport ( Appendix B). 
Comments received during scoping have been addressed in the analysis of impacts in this draft 
EIS/EIR, and w ere al so c onsidered i n t he f ormulation of  action alternatives for purposes of 
analysis. 

 

Scoping Report  
The BLM produced a scoping report in November 2011, which contained information received 
during the public scoping comment period. 
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5.5 Public Review of Draft EIS/EIR 
This Draft E IS/EIR has  been di stributed f or publ ic r eview and c omment i n ac cordance with 
NEPA and C EQA pr ocedures. Copies were submitted t o t he S tate Clearinghouse for agency 
distribution. C opies of  t he D raft E IS/EIR were di stributed t o al l c oncerned f ederal, state, and 
local ag encies, env ironmental groups, i nterested i ndividuals, and ar e available at  ar ea publ ic 
libraries for the interested public to review.   

A No tice o f A vailability of t he D raft E IS/EIR has  been publ ished by  U.S. E nvironmental 
Proctection A gency ( EPA) and B LM i n t he Feder al R egister to g ive ag encies, t ribes, 
organizations, and the public notice of  av ailability of  t his doc ument and t he oppor tunity t o 
provide comment on its content. To comply with CEQA regulations, the County is also 
publishing a N otice of  C ompletion in a new spaper of g eneral c irculation i ndicating t he 
availability of the Draft EIS/EIR regarding the Proposed Project. The County also sent a Notice 
of C ompletion to the State Clearinghouse, concerned agencies, property owners, and other 
concerned parties.  

The filing of the Notice of Availability by the EPA initiates a 90-day public review and comment 
period t o c omply w ith N EPA r egulations, and t he f iling of  t he Notice of  C ompletion by t he 
County of San Bernardino initiates a concurrent agency and public review and comment period 
to comply with CEQA regulations. The dates, t imes and s pecific locations f or a publ ic review 
meeting w ill be announc ed i n adv ance on the B LM C alifornia website 
(http://www.blm.gov/ca/st/en.html) with a l ink t o t he el ectronic v ersion of  t he doc ument and 
other supporting information on the BLM, Needles Field O ffice w ebsite 
(http://www.blm.gov/ca/st/en/fo/needles.html).  Likewise, the news release advertising meeting 
details and ot her E IS/EIR doc uments w ill be el ectronically pos ted on the San Bernardino 
County website. 

 (http://www.co.sanbernardino.ca.us/landuseservices/Public%20Notices/Projects/Projects.htm). 

 

5.6 List of Preparers 
Though individuals have primary responsibility f or pr eparing s ections of  t he P roposed 
Programmatic Agreement and the EIS/EIR, the document is an i nterdisciplinary team effort. In 
addition, internal review of the document oc curs t hroughout pr eparation. S pecialists at  t he 
BLM’s Field O ffice, S tate O ffice, and W ashington O ffice r eviewed the anal ysis and s upplied 
information, as  w ell as provided document preparation oversight. Contributions by individual 
preparers may be subject t o r evision by  ot her B LM s pecialists and by  m anagement dur ing 
internal review. 

 
Table 5-1. List of Preparers 

Name Primary Responsibility 
BLM – California Desert District Office 

Jeff Childers Project Manager 
Larry LePre Biological Resources 
Tiffany Thomas Cultural Resources 

BLM – Needles Field Office 
Raymond Lee Field Office Manager 
George Meckfessel Project Management 
Ken Downing Water Resources 
Hanem Abouelezz Biological Resources 

San Bernardino County 
Matt Slowik Project Manager 
Wes Reeder Water Resources 

AECOM Environment 
Robert Dover Project Manager, Water Resources 
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Table 5-1. List of Preparers 
Name Primary Responsibility 

Erika Grace Project Coordinator, Vegetation Resources, Public 
Participation 

Heidi Tillquist Wildlife Resources 
Patti Lorenz Wildlife Resources 
Bill Gorham Wildlife Resources 
Julie Niceswanger Wildlife Resources 
Sean Wazlaw Air, Traffic, and Noise Resources 
Katie Broom Public Health and Safety 
Kevin Taylor Project Description 
Carol Freeman Paleontology, Geology, and Soils Resources 
Susan Provenzano Social and Economic Conditions and Environmental 

Justice 
Peggy Roberts Public Participation, Social and Economic Conditions 
Arrie Bachrach Senior Technical Review, CEQA Review 
Rebecca Apple Cultural Resources 
Matt Tennyson Cultural Resources 
Ted St. John Vegetation Resources 
Nicole Spangler Technical Editing 
Bonnie Freeman Formatting, Production 
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6.0 Acronyms 
 
oC  degrees Celsius  
°F  degrees Fahrenheit 
µg/m3  micrograms per cubic meter 
 
AADT  Annual average daily traffic 
AB  Assembly Bill 
ac  acre 
AC  Alternating current 
ACEC  Area of Critical Environmental Concern 
ACHP  Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
ADT  Average Daily Traffic 
AIRFA  American Indian Religious Freedom Act 
AML  Appropriate Management Level 
amsl  above mean sea level 
ANSI  American National Standards Institute 
APE  area of potential effects 
APM  Applicant-Proposed Measures 
Applicant Desert Stateline, LLC 
AQAP  Air Quality Attainment Plan 
ARB  Air Resources Board 
ARPA  Archeological Resources Protection Act 
asl  above sea level 
AST  aboveground storage tank 
ASTM  American Society for Testing and Materials 
AUM  Animal Use Months 
 
BA  Biological Assessment 
BCC  Birds of Conservation Concern 
BGEPA Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Agency 
bgs  below ground surface 
BLM  Bureau of Land Management 
BMP  Best Management Practices 
BO  Biological Opinion 
BVUSD Baker Valley Unified School District 
 
CAA  Clean Air Act 
CAAQS California Ambient Air Quality Standards 
Cal/EPA California Environmental Protection Agency 
Cal ARP California Accidental Release Program 
Cal-IPC California Invasive Plant Council  
CAL Fire California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 
Cal OSHA California Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
Caltrans California Department of Transportation 
CARB California Air Resources Board 
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CCR California Code of Regulations 
CCSD Clark County School District 
CDC Centers for Disease Control 
CDCA California Desert Conservation Area  
CDD  California Desert District 
CDFG  California Department of Fish and Game 
CDMG  California Division of Mining and Geology 
CDOC  California Department of Conservation 
CDOF  California Department of Finance 
CdTe  cadmium telluride 
CEDD  California Employment Development Department 
CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response and Liability Act 
CESA  California Endangered Species Act 
CEQ  Council on Environmental Quality 
CEQA  California Environmental Quality Act 
CFR  Code of Federal Regulations 
CH4  Methane 
CHL  California Historical Landmark 
CHP  California Highway Patrol 
CHU  Critical Habitat Unit 
CMP  Congestion Mitigation Plan 
CNDDB California Natural Diversity Database 
CNEL  Community Noise Equivalent Level 
CNPS  California Native Plant Society 
CO  Carbon Monoxide 
CO2  Carbon Dioxide 
CO2e  Carbon Dioxide equivalent 
CPUC  California Public Utilities Commission 
CRHR  California Register of Historic Places 
CRPR  California Rare Plant Rank 
CSC  California Species of Special Concern 
CUPA  Certified Unified Program Agency 
CVC  California Vehicle Code 
CWA  Clean Water Act 
 
dB  decibel 
dBa  A-weighted decibel scale 
DC  Direct Current 
DHS  Department of Health Services 
DOC  Department of Conservation 
DOE  Department of Energy 
DOI  Department of the Interior 
DOT  U.S. Department of Transportation 
DPM  diesel particulate matter 
DPR  Department of Pesticide Regulation 
DRECP Desert Renewable Energy Conservation Plan 
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DTRO  Desert Tortoise Recovery Office 
DTSC  Department of Toxic Substances Control 
DWMA  Desert Wildlife Management Area 
 
EA  Environmental Assessment 
ECP  Eagle Conservation Plan 
EHS  Extremely Hazardous Substance 
EIS  Environmental Impact Statement 
EIR  Environmental Impact Report 
EITP  Eldorado-Ivanpah Transmission Project 
EJ  Environmental Justice 
EMRU  Eastern Mojave Recovery Unit 
EO  Executive Order 
EPCRA Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act 
EPA  U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
EPAct  Energy Policy Act 
EPS  Emissions Performance Standard 
ESA  Endangered Species Act 
 
FAA  Federal Aviation Administration 
FEMA  Federal Emergency Management Agency 
FERC  Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
FHSZ  Fire Hazard Severity Zone 
FIRM  Flood Insurance Rate Map 
FLPMA Federal Land Policy & Management Act 
FMU  Fire Management Unit 
FP  fully protected 
FR  Federal Register 
FRA  Federal responsibility area 
FSOC  former candidate for listing under the ESA; Species of Concern 
ft  foot/feet 
FTA  Federal Transit Administration 
 
GCRP  Global Climate Research Program 
gen-tie  Generation Interconnection 
GHG  Greenhouse Gas 
GLO  General Land Office 
GO  General Order 
Gt  gigatonne 
gpd  gallons per day 
gpm  gallons per minute 
GWP  Global Warming Potential 
 
H2S  Hydrogen Sulfide 
HA  Herd Area 
HCM  Highway Capacity Model 
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HFC  Hydroflourocarbon 
HMA  Herd Management Area 
HMBP  Hazardous Materials Business Plan 
HPTP  Historical Properties Treatment Plan 
HR  hydraulic region 
HSWA  Hazardous and Solid Waste Act 
HWCA  Hazardous Waste Control Act 
Hz  Hertz 
 
I-15  Interstate 15 
IBC  International Building Code 
ICC   International Code Council  
IM  Instruction Memorandum 
in/sec  inches per second 
IOU  investor-owned utility 
IPCC  Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 
ITE  Institute of Transportation Engineers 
IUCN  The World Conservation Union 
IVGB  Ivanpah Valley Groundwater Basin 
IWMB  Integrated Waste Management Board 
 
JLA  Joint Lead Agencies 
JPOE  Joint Port of Entry 
 
KOP  Key Observation Point 
kV  Kilovolt 
 
L  Limited Use  
Ldn  day-night average noise 
Leq  equivalent continuous sound level 
Lmax  maximum instantaneous noise 
LADWP Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 
lb(s)  pound(s) 
LC  least concern 
LEPC  Local Emergency Planning Committee 
LOS  Level of Service 
LRA  local responsibility area 
LSTS  Large-Scale Translocation Site 
LUP  Land Use Plan 
LVMPD Los Vegas Metropolitan Police Department 
 
MBTA  Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
MDAB  Mojave Desert Air Basin 
MDAQMD Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District 
mg/L  milligram per liter 
mg/m3  milligram per cubic meter 
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mph  miles per hour 
MSDS  material safety data sheet 
MT   metric ton 
MOA  Memorandum of Agreement 
MOU  Memorandum of Understanding 
MRZ  Mineral Resource Zone 
MS4  Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System 
MUC  Multiple Use Class 
MW  megawatt 
MWh  megawatt hour 
 
N2O  Nitrous Oxide 
NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
NAGPRA Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act 
NAHC  Native American Heritage Commission 
NBMG  National Bureau of Mines and Geology 
NDETR Nevada Department of Employment, Training, and Rehabilitation 
NDOT  Nevada Department of Transportation 
NEPA  National Environmental Policy Act 
NEMO  Northern and Eastern Mojave  
NERC  North American Electric Reliability Corporation 
NFIP  National Flood Insurance Program 
NHPA  National Historic Preservation Act, as Amended 
NIEP  New Ivanpah Evaporation Pond 
NIOSH  National Institute of Safety and Health 
NLCS  National Landscape Conservation System 
NO  Nitric Oxide 
NO2  Nitrogen Dioxide 
NO3  Nitrates 
NOI  Notice of Intent 
NOAA  National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
NOP  Notice of Preparation 
NOx  Nitrogen Oxides 
NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
NPPA  Native Plant Protection Act 
NPS  National Park Service 
NRHP  National Register of Historic Places 
NSPS  New Source Performance Standards 
NSR  New Source Review 
NT  not threatened 
NWP  Nationwide Permit 
 
O3  Ozone 
O&M  Operations and Maintenance 
OEHHA Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment 
OES  Office of Emergency Services 



DESERT STATELINE SOLAR FARM PROJECT 
6.0 ACRONYMS 

 

NOVEMBER 2012 6-6 DRAFT EIS/EIR 

OHV  off highway vehicle 
OSHA  Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
 
PA  Plan Amendment 
PAR  Pesticide Application Record 
pc/mi/ln passenger-cars-per-mile-per-lane 
PCE  passenger car equivalent 
PCS  Power Conversion System 
PEIS  Programmatic Environmental Statement 
PFC  Perfluorocarbon 
PFYC  potential fossil yield classification 
PM  Particulate Matter 
PM2.5  Particulate Matter less than 2.5 microns 
PM10  Particulate Matter less than 10 microns 
PMMP  Paleontological Mitigation and Monitoring Plan 
POD  Plan of Development 
POU  Publically Owned Utilities 
PPE  personal protective equipment 
PPV  peak particle velocity 
PRC  Public Resource Code 
PRPA  Paleontological Resources Preservation Act  
PSD  Prevention of Significant Deterioration 
PUP  Pesticide Use Proposal 
PV  Photovoltaic 
PVCS  PV combining Switchgear 
PVGC  Primm Valley Golf Course 
 
RCRA  Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
RMP  Risk Management Plan 
RMS  root mean square 
ROC  reactive organic compound 
ROD  Record of Decision 
ROI  region of influence 
ROW  Right-of-Way 
RPLI  Regional Paleontological Locality Inventory 
RPS  Renewable Portfolio Standard 
RQ  reportable quantity 
RWQCB Regional Water Quality Control Board 
 
SAA  Streambed Alteration Agreement 
SANBAG San Bernardino Associated Governments 
SARA  Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act 
SB  Senate Bill 
SBAIC  San Bernardino Archeological Information Center 
SBCFD San Bernardino County Fire Department 
SBCM  San Bernardino County Museum 
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SCAQMD South Coast Air Quality Management District 
SCE  Southern California Edison 
SDWA  Safe Drinking Water Act 
SEGS  Solar Electric Generating System 
SERC  State Emergency Response Commission 
SEZ  Solar Energy Zones 
SF6  Sulfur Hexaflouride 
SHPO  State Historic Preservation Office 
SLRU  Sensitivity Level Rating Units 
SMA  Special Management Areas 
SMARA Surface Mining and Reclamation Act 
SMGB  State Mining and Geology Board 
SO2  Sulfur Dioxide 
SO4  Sulfates 
Solar LTMP Solar Long-Term Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan 
SOx  Sulfur Oxides 
SPCC  Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasures  
SWPPP Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 
SQRU  Scenic Quality Rating Units 
SRA  State responsibility area 
SRMA  Special Recreation Management Area 
SSA  Sole Source Aquifer 
SSC  California Species of Special Concern 
SVP  Society of Vertebrae Paleontology 
SWMP  Stormwater Management Plan 
SWRCB State Water Resources Control Board 
 
T&E  Threatened and Endangered 
TDS  total dissolved solids 
TMDL  Total Maximum Daily Load 
TPQ  threshold planning quantity 
tpy  tons per year 
TQ  threshold quantity 
 
UPA  Unusual Plant Assemlages 
U.S.C.  United States Code 
USACE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
USCB  U.S. Census Bureau 
USDA  U.S. Department of Agriculture 
USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
USGS  U.S. Geological Survey 
UST  underground storage tank 
 
VdB  decibel notation 
VOC  Volatile Organic Compound 
VRI  Visual Resources Inventory 
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VRM  Visual Resources Management 
VRP  visibility reducing particle 
VU  vulnerable 
 
WA  Wilderness Area 
WEAP  Worker Environmental Awareness Program 
WL  watch list 
WUS  waters of the U.S. 
 
yr  year 
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7.0 Glossary 
 

A 
Adjacent: Defined by ASTM E1527-00 as any real property the border of which is contiguous or 

partially contiguous with that of the Site or would be contiguous or partially contiguous 
with that of the Site but for a street, road, or other public thoroughfare separating them. 

Air B asin: A r egional area de fined for s tate air quality m anagement pur poses bas ed o n 
considerations that include topographic features that influence meteorology and pollutant 
transport pat terns, and  political j urisdiction bou ndaries t hat i nfluence t he des ign and  
implementation of air quality management programs. 

Air Q uality C ontrol R egion: A regional area defined f or f ederal air q uality m anagement 
purposes bas ed on considerations that i nclude t opographic features t hat influence 
meteorology and pollutant transport patterns, and political jurisdiction boundaries that 
influence the design and implementation of air quality management programs. 

Alluvium: a fine-grained fertile soil consisting of mud, silt, and sand deposited by flowing water 
on flood plains, in river beds, and in estuaries. 

Alluvial Fan: Fan shaped material of water deposited sediments. 

Ambient Air Q uality S tandards: A c ombination of  ai r pol lutant c oncentrations, ex posure 
durations, and  ex posure frequencies t hat ar e e stablished as  thresholds abov e w hich 
adverse i mpacts to pub lic heal th and  w elfare may be ex pected. A mbient ai r quality 
standards ar e s et on a  nat ional l evel by  t he U .S. E nvironmental P rotection A gency. 
Ambient air quality standards are set on a s tate level by public health or environmental 
protection agencies as authorized by state law. 

Ambient Air: Outdoor air in locations accessible to the general public. 

Area of  C ritical E nvironmental C oncern (ACEC): A designated area on public lands where 
special management attention is required: (1) to protect and prevent irreparable damage 
to fish and  w ildlife; (2) to p rotect important hi storic, cultural, or  scenic values, o r ot her 
natural systems or processes; or (3) to protect life and safety from natural hazards. 

Attainment A rea: An a rea t hat has  ai r quality as  g ood as  o r bet ter t han a nat ional or  s tate 
ambient ai r quality s tandard. A  s ingle geographic ar ea m ay be an a ttainment a rea for 
one pollutant and a non-attainment area for others. 

 

B 
Basic E lements: The f our design elements ( form, line, color, and t exture), w hich determine 

how the character of a landscape is perceived. 

 

C 
Cadmium Telluride ( CdTe): A chemical compound composed of the elements cadmium and 

tellurium, which has photovoltaic properties (generates electrical current when exposed 
to light). 

Carbon Monoxide (CO): A c olorless, odo rless gas t hat i s toxic bec ause i t r educes the 
oxygen-carrying capacity of the blood. 

Characteristic: A distinguishing trait, feature, or quality. 
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Characteristic Landscape: The established landscape within an area being viewed. This does 
not necessarily mean a naturalistic character. It could refer to an agricultural setting, an 
urban landscape, a primarily natural environment, or a combination of these types. 

Climate: A statistical d escription o f dai ly, s easonal, or  annual  w eather c onditions bas ed on 
recent o r l ong-term w eather da ta. C limate des criptions t ypically em phasize a verage, 
maximum, and minimum conditions for temperature, precipitation, humidity, wind, cloud 
cover, and sunlight intensity patterns; statistics on the frequency and intensity of 
tornado, hurricane, or other severe storm events may also be included. 

Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL): A 24-hour average noise level rating with a 5 dB 
penalty f actor ap plied t o ev ening noi se l evels and a 10 dB  penal ty factor appl ied t o 
nighttime noise levels. The CNEL value is very similar to the Day-Night Average Sound 
Level ( Ldn) value, but  includes an  addi tional weighting factor for noi se dur ing evening 
hours. 

Contrast: Opposition or unlikeness of different forms, lines, colors, or textures in a landscape. 

Contrast Rating: A method of analyzing the potential visual impacts of proposed management 
activities. 

Criteria P ollutant: An air pol lutant for w hich t here i s a  nat ional am bient ai r quality s tandard 
(carbon monoxide, ni trogen dioxide, ozone, sulfur dioxide, inhalable par ticulate matter, 
fine particulate matter, or airborne lead particles). 

Critical Habitat: Habitat designated by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service under Section 4 of the 
Endangered Species Act and  under the following criteria: 1) s pecific areas w ithin the 
geographical ar ea occupied by  t he species a t the t ime i t i s l isted, on w hich ar e found 
those physical or biological features essential to the conservation of the species and that 
may r equire s pecial management o f p rotection; o r 2)  s pecific ar eas out side the 
geographical area by the species at the time it is listed but that are considered essential 
to the conservation of the species. 

Cultural Modification: Any man-caused change in the land form, water form, vegetation, or the 
addition of a structure which creates a v isual contrast in the basic elements (form, l ine, 
color, texture) of the naturalistic character of a landscape. 

Cultural R esource: A location o f human ac tivity, occupation, o r use i dentifiable t hrough field 
inventory, historical documentation, or oral evidence. Cultural resources include 
archaeological and historical sites, structures, buildings, objects, artifacts, works of art, 
architecture, and natural features that were important in past human events. They may 
consist o f phy sical r emains or  ar eas w here s ignificant hum an ev ents o ccurred, ev en 
though ev idence of the ev ents no  l onger remains. A nd t hey may include de finite 
locations of t raditional, cultural, o r religious i mportance t o specified s ocial or  c ultural 
groups. 

Cultural Resource Data: Cultural resource information embodied in material remains such as 
artifacts, features, organic materials, and other remnants of past activities. An important 
aspect of data is context, a concept that refers to the relationships among these types of 
materials and the situations in which they are found. 

Cultural R esource D ata R ecovery: The pr ofessional appl ication o f s cientific t echniques of 
controlled obs ervation, collection, ex cavation, and/ or removal o f phy sical r emains, 
including anal ysis, i nterpretation, ex planation, a nd pr eservation o f recovered r emains 
and as sociated records i n an  appr opriate curatorial facility us ed as  a means of 
protection. Data recovery may sometimes employ professional collection of such data as 
oral hi stories, genealogies, folklore, a nd r elated i nformation t o po rtray t he s ocial 
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significance o f t he a ffected resources. S uch d ata recovery i s s ometimes u sed as  a  
measure to mitigate the adverse impacts of a ground-disturbing project or activity. 

Cultural Resource Integrity: The condition of a cultural property, its capacity to yield scientific 
data, and  i ts abi lity t o c onvey i ts hi storical s ignificance. I ntegrity m ay r eflect t he 
authenticity of a property’s historic identity, evidenced by the survival or physical 
characteristics that ex isted dur ing i ts hi storic or  prehistoric pe riod, or  i ts expression o f 
the aesthetic or historic sense of a particular period of time. 

Cultural Resource I nventory ( Survey): A de scriptive l isting and doc umentation, i ncluding 
photographs and maps of cultural resources. Included in an inventory are the processes 
of l ocating, i dentifying, and recording s ites, s tructures, bui ldings, obj ects, and  di stricts 
through library and archival research, information from persons knowledgeable about 
cultural resources, and on-the-ground surveys of varying intensity. 

Cultural Resource Values: The irreplaceable qualities that are embodied in cultural resources, 
such as scientific information about prehistory and history, cultural significance to Native 
Americans a nd o ther groups, and the po tential t o enhanc e publ ic education and 
enjoyment of the Nation’s rich cultural heritage. 

Cultural Site: A physical location of past human activities or events, more commonly referred to 
as an archaeological site or a historic property. Such sites vary greatly in size and range 
from the l ocation o f a single cultural resource object to a cluster of cultural resource 
structures with associated objects and features. 

 
D 
Day/Night Average Sound Level (Ldn): A 2 4-hour average noi se l evel r ating w ith a 10 dB  

penalty f actor appl ied t o ni ghttime noi se l evels. The Ldn v alue i s v ery s imilar t o the 
CNEL value, but does not include any weighting factor for noise during evening hours. 

Decibel ( dB): A generic term for measurement units based on the logarithm of the ratio 
between a measured value and a reference value. Decibel scales are most commonly 
associated with acoustics (using air pressure fluctuation data); but decibel scales 
sometimes are used f or g round-borne v ibrations or  v arious e lectronic s ignal 
measurements. 

De Minimis Level. A threshold for determining whether various regulatory requirements apply 
to a par ticular action or facility. In an ai r quality context, de minimis thresholds typically 
are based on emissions, facility size, facility activity levels, or other indicators. 

Desert Wildlife Management Area (DWMA): areas established in the NEMO Plan to address 
the recovery of the desert tortoise. They are intended to be areas where viable desert 
tortoise populations can be maintained (Category I habitat). 

Distance Zones : A subdivision of the landscape as viewed from an observer position. The 
subdivision (zones) includes foreground-middleground, background, and seldom seen. 

Drought condition: A hydrologic condition during a defined period when rainfall and runoff are 
much less than average. 

 

E 
Enhancement: A management action designed to improve visual quality. 

Equivalent Average Sound Pressure Level (Leq): The dec ibel l evel o f a  c onstant noi se 
source that would have the same total acoustical energy over the same time interval as 
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the actual time-varying noise condition being measured or estimated. Leq values must 
be as sociated w ith an ex plicit or  i mplicit av eraging t ime i n or der to have practical 
meaning. 

Excavation: The scientific examination of an archaeological site through layer-by-layer removal 
and study of the contents within prescribed surface units, e.g. square meters. 

 

F 
Form: The mass or shape of an object or objects which appear unified, such as a vegetative 

opening in a forest, a cliff formation, or a water tank. 

 
G 
Geomorphic Province: Naturally defined geologic regions that display a di stinct landscape or 

landform. 

Greenhouse G as: A gas eous compound t hat absorbs i nfrared r adiation and r e-radiates a  
portion o f that bac k toward t he ear th’s s urface, t hus t rapping hea t a nd w arming t he 
earth’s atmosphere. 

Groundwater O verdraft: The condition of a groundwater basin in which the amount of water 
withdrawn by pum ping exceeds t he a mount o f water t hat r echarges t he bas in ov er a  
period of years during which water supply conditions approximate average conditions. 

 
H 
Habitat: A specific set of physical conditions that surround a single species, a group of species, 

or a  l arge c ommunity. In w ildlife management, the major c omponents of habi tat ar e 
considered to be food, water, cover, and living space. 

Hazardous Air Pollutant ( HAP): Air pol lutants w hich ha ve been s pecifically des ignated by  
relevant federal or state authorities as  bei ng ha zardous t o hu man heal th. M ost H AP 
compounds are designated due to concerns related to: carcinogenic, mutagenic, or 
teratogenic pr operties; severe acute t oxic e ffects; or  i onizing r adiation released dur ing 
radioactive decay processes. 

Hertz (Hz): A standard unit for describing acoustical frequencies measured as the number of air 
pressure fluctuation cycles per second. For most people, the audible range of acoustical 
frequencies is from 20 Hz to 20,000 Hz. 

Historical S ite: A location t hat was used or  occupied a fter t he ar rival o f Europeans i n North 
America (ca. A.D. 1492). Such sites may consist of physical remains at archaeological 
sites o r a reas where s ignificant human events occurred, even though ev idence o f t he 
events no longer remains. They may have been used by people of either European or 
Native American descent. 

Historical Resource: A cultural resource, for the purpose of CEQA, listed in, or determined to 
be eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources (PRC § 21084.1). 
Subsumed in present analysis under “important historic and cultural aspects of our 
national heritage.” 



DESERT STATELINE SOLAR FARM PROJECT 
7.0 GLOSSARY 

 

NOVEMBER 2012 7-5 DRAFT EIS/EIR 

Historical Property: A cultural resource, for the purpose of Section 106, included in, or eligible 
for i nclusion i n the N ational R egister of His toric P laces ( 36 CFR § 800.16(l)(1). 
Subsumed in present analysis under “important historic and cultural aspects of our 
national heritage.” 

Hydrocarbons: Any organic compound containing primarily carbon and hydrogen, such as the 
alkanes, alkenes, alkynes, terpenes, and arenes. 

 

I 
Indian Tribe: Any American Indian group in the United States that the Secretary of the Interior 

recognizes as possessing tribal status (listed periodically in the Federal Register). 

Indigenous: Being of native origin (such as indigenous peoples or indigenous cultural features).   

Interdisciplinary Team: A group of individuals with different training, representing the physical 
sciences, social sciences, and environmental design arts, assembled to solve a problem 
or per form a  t ask. The m embers o f t he t eam pr oceed to a  s olution w ith f requent 
interaction so that each discipline may provide insights to any stage of the problem and 
disciplines may combine to provide new solutions. 

Invasive Species: An exotic species whose introduction does or is likely to cause economic or 
environmental harm or harm to human health (Executive Order 13122, 2/3/99). 

Isolate: Non-linear, isolated archaeological features without associated artifacts. 

 
K 
Key Observation Point (KOP): One or a series of points on a travel route or at a use area or a 

potential use area, where the view of a management activity would be most revealing. 

 

L 
Landscape Character: The arrangement of a particular landscape as formed by the variety and 

intensity of the landscape features and the four basic elements of form, line, color, and 
texture. These factors give t he ar ea a  di stinctive quality which di stinguishes i t from i ts 
immediate surroundings. 

Landscape Features: The land and water form, vegetation, and structures which compose the 
characteristic landscape. 

Leasable M inerals: Minerals whose extraction from federally managed land requires a l ease 
and the payment of royalties. Leasable minerals include coal, oil and gas, oil shale and 
tar sands potash, phosphate, sodium, and geothermal steam. 

Line: The pat h, r eal o r imagined, t hat t he ey e follows when per ceiving abr upt di fferences i n 
form, c olor, or  t exture. Within l andscapes, l ines m ay be found as  r idges, s kylines, 
structures, changes in vegetative types, or individual trees and branches. 

Locatable M inerals: Minerals s ubject t o ex ploration, dev elopment, and  di sposal by  s taking 
mining c laims as  au thorized by  t he M ining Law  o f 1872 , as  a mended. This i ncludes 
deposits of gold, silver, and other uncommon minerals not subject to lease or sale. 
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M 
Maintenance Area: An ar ea t hat c urrently m eets federal am bient ai r quality s tandards but  

which was previously designated as a nonattainment area. Federal agency actions 
occurring i n a  m aintenance ar ea a re s till s ubject to C lean A ir A ct c onformity r eview 
requirements. 

Management Activity: A surface di sturbing ac tivity undertaken on t he landscape f or t he 
purpose o f ha rvesting, traversing, t ransporting, pr otecting, c hanging, r eplenishing, or 
otherwise using resources. 

Memorandum of Understanding (MOU): A written but noncontractual agreement between two 
or more agencies or other parties to take a certain course of action. 

Meteorological Tower ( MET). Instrument l ocated at  the p roposed P roject s ite, des igned to 
measure temperature, humidity, relative humidity, solar r adiation, and w ind speed and  
direction. 

Mineral Material Disposal: The sale of sand, gravel, decorative rock, or other materials defined 
in 43 CFR 3600. 

Mining C laim: A mining claim is a selected parcel of Federal Land, valuable for a specific 
mineral deposit or deposits, for which a right of possession has been asserted under the 
General M ining Law . Thi s r ight i s r estricted t o t he dev elopment and extraction o f a 
mineral deposit. The rights granted by a mining claim protect against a challenge by the 
United States and other claimants only after the discovery of a valuable mineral deposit. 
The t wo t ypes o f m ining c laims ar e l ode an d pl acer. I n addi tion, mill s ites and  t unnel 
sites may be located to provide support facilities for lode and placer mining. 

Mitigation: Mitigation includes: (a) Avoiding the impacts al together by not t aking an ac tion or 
parts of an ac tion, (b) Minimizing impacts by limiting the de gree or magnitude of the 
action and its implementation, (c) Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, o r 
restoring the affected environment, (d) Reducing or eliminating the impact over t ime by 
preservation and maintenance operations during the life of the action, (e) Compensating 
for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or environments (40 CFR 
1508.20). 

 

N 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES): The NPDES permit program has 

been del egated i n C alifornia t o t he S tate Water R esources C ontrol Board. These 
sections of the Clean Water Act require that an applicant for a federal license or permit 
that allows activities resulting in a discharge to waters of the United States must obtain a 
State certification that the discharge complies with other provisions of the Clean Water 
Act. 

National R egister D istrict: A group o f s ignificant a rchaeological, hi storical, o r ar chitectural 
sites, within a defined geographic area, that is listed on the National Register of Historic 
Places. See National Register of Historic Places. 

National R egister of  H istoric P laces: The o fficial l ist, es tablished by  the N ational H istoric 
Preservation Act, of the Nation’s cultural resources worthy of preservation. The National 
Register lists archeological, historic, and architectural properties (i.e. districts, sites, 
buildings, s tructures, a nd obj ects) nom inated for t heir l ocal, s tate, or  nat ional 
significance by state and federal agencies and approved by the National Register Staff. 
The N ational P ark S ervice maintains the N ational R egister. A lso s ee N ational His toric 
Preservation Act. 
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National S cenic T rail: One o f the three c ategories o f na tional t rails d efined i n t he N ational 
Trails S ystem A ct o f 19 68 t hat can onl y be  es tablished by  ac t o f C ongress and a re 
administered by federal agencies, although part or all of their land base may be owned 
and m anaged by  o thers. N ational S cenic Trails ar e ex isting r egional and l ocal t rails 
recognized by  ei ther t he S ecretary o f Agriculture or  the S ecretary o f the I nterior upon 
application. 

Native American: Indigenous peoples of the western hemisphere. 

Nitric Oxide (NO): A colorless toxic gas formed primarily by combustion processes that oxidize 
atmospheric nitrogen gas or nitrogen compounds found in the fuel. NO is a precursor of 
ozone, nitrogen dioxide, numerous types of photochemically-generated nitrate particles 
(including P AN), and  a tmospheric ni trous and  n itric acids. Most ni tric ox ide formed by  
combustion processes is converted into nitrogen dioxide by subsequent oxidation in the 
atmosphere over a period that may range from several hours to a few days. 

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2): A toxic r eddish gas formed by  ox idation o f ni tric ox ide. N itrogen 
dioxide is a strong respiratory and eye irritant. Most nitric oxide formed by combustion 
processes is converted into nitrogen dioxide by subsequent oxidation in the atmosphere. 
Nitrogen di oxide i s a criteria pol lutant i n i ts ow n r ight, and i s a p recursor o f oz one, 
numerous types o f pho tochemically-generated nitrate par ticles (including P AN), and  
atmospheric nitrous and nitric acids. 

Nitrogen Oxides (NOx): A g roup term m eaning t he combination o f ni tric ox ide and ni trogen 
dioxide; ot her t race ox ides o f ni trogen m ay al so be i ncluded i n i nstrument-based NOx 
measurements. NOx is a precursor of ozone, photochemically-generated nitrate particles 
(including PAN), and atmospheric nitrous and nitric acids. 

Non-native Species: See Invasive Species and Noxious Weed. 

Noxious Weed: According to the Federal Noxious Weed Act (PL 93-629), a weed that causes 
disease or  has  ot her a dverse e ffects on  m an or  hi s env ironment an d t herefore is 
detrimental to t he a gricultural and  c ommerce o f the U nited S tates and  t o the publ ic 
health. 

Nonattainment A rea: An ar ea that does  not  m eet a  federal o r s tate a mbient ai r quality 
standard. Federal agency actions occurring in a federal nonattainment area are subject 
to Clean Air Act conformity review requirements. 

 
O 
Off-Highway Vehicle (OHV): Any vehicle capable of  or designed for travel on or immediately 

over land, water, or other natural terrain, deriving motive power from any source other 
than muscle. OHVs exclude: 1) any non-amphibious registered motorboat; 2), any fire, 
emergency, or  l aw en forcement v ehicle w hile bei ng u sed for o fficial or  e mergency 
purposes; 3) any vehicle whose use is expressly authorized by a permit, lease, license, 
agreement, or c ontract i ssued by  an aut horized o fficer or  ot herwise appr oved; 4) 
vehicles in official use; and 5) any combat or combat support vehicle when used in times 
of national defense emergencies. 

Operation and  M aintenance ( O&M) Faci lity. Building and y ard c onstructed t o store c ritical 
spare parts and provide a building for maintenance services. 

Organic Compounds: Compounds of carbon containing hydrogen and possibly other elements 
(such as  ox ygen, s ulfur, or  ni trogen). M ajor s ubgroups o f o rganic compounds i nclude 
hydrocarbons, alcohols, aldehydes, carboxylic acids, esters, e thers, and ketones. 
Organic compounds do not include crystalline or amorphous forms of elemental carbon 
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(graphite, diamond, carbon black, etc.), the simple oxides of carbon (carbon monoxide 
and carbon dioxide), metallic carbides, or metallic carbonates. 

Overdraft condi tion: A condition in which the total volume of water being extracted from the 
groundwater basin would be greater than the total recharge provided to the basin. 

Ozone ( O3): A compound consisting o f t hree oxygen atoms. Ozone is a major constituent of 
photochemical s mog t hat i s formed pr imarily t hrough c hemical reactions i n the 
atmosphere involving reactive organic compounds, nitrogen oxides, and ultraviolet light. 
Ozone is a toxic chemical that damages various types of plant and animal tissues and 
which c auses c hemical ox idation dam age to various m aterials. Ozone i s a r espiratory 
irritant, and appears to increase susceptibility to respiratory infections. A natural layer of 
ozone in the upper atmosphere absorbs high energy ul traviolet radiation, reducing the 
intensity and spectrum of ultraviolet light that reaches the earth’s surface. 

 
P 
Paleontological Resources (Fossils): The physical remains of plants and animals preserved 

in s oils and  s edimentary r ock formations. P aleontological r esources ar e for 
understanding past environments, environmental change, and the evolution of life. 

Paleontology: A science dealing with the life forms of past geological periods as known from 
fossil remains. 

Paleozoic Era: An era of geologic time (600 million to 280 million years ago) between the Late 
Precambrian and the Mesozoic eras and comprising the Cambrian, Ordovician, Silurian, 
Devonian, Mississippian, Pennsylvanian, and Permian periods. 

Particulate Matter: Solid or liquid material having size, shape, and density characteristics that 
allow the material to remain suspended in the atmosphere for more than a few minutes. 
Particulate matter can be characterized by chemical characteristics, physical form, or 
aerodynamic pr operties. C ategories bas ed on  aerodynamic pr operties ar e commonly 
described as  bei ng s ize c ategories, al though p hysical s ize i s not  us ed t o de fine the 
categories. Many components o f suspended particulate matter are respiratory i rritants. 
Some components (such as crystalline or fibrous minerals) are primarily physical 
irritants. Other components are chemical irritants (such as sulfates, nitrates, and various 
organic chemicals). Suspended particulate matter also can contain compounds (such as 
heavy metals and various organic compounds) that are systemic toxins or necrotic 
agents. S uspended par ticulate m atter or  c ompounds ads orbed on the s urface of 
particles can also be carcinogenic or mutagenic chemicals. 

Peak Particle Velocity: A measure of ground-borne vibrations. Physical movement distances 
are t ypically m easured i n t housandths o f an i nch, and oc cur ov er a t iny f raction o f a  
second. But the normal convention for presenting that data is to convert it into units of 
inches per second.   

Perennial Y ield: The maximum quantity o f w ater that c an be  annua lly w ithdrawn f rom a 
groundwater bas in ov er a l ong per iod o f time [during w hich w ater s upply c onditions 
approximate average conditions] without developing an overdraft condition. 

pH (parts hy drogen): The l ogarithm of t he r eciprocal of hydrogen-ion concentration in g ram 
atoms per liter. 

Physiographic Province: An extensive portion of the landscape normally encompassing many 
hundreds o f s quare miles, w hich por trays s imilar qualities o f soil, r ock, s lope, an d 
vegetation of the same geomorphic origin. 
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Pleistocene (Ice Age): An epoch in the Quaternary period of geologic history lasting from 1.8 
million t o 10, 000 y ears ag o. The P leistocene was an epoc h o f multiple g laciations, 
during which continental glaciers covered nearly one fifth of the earth’s land. 

PM10 (inhalable p articulate m atter): A fractional s ampling o f s uspended par ticulate m atter 
that approximates the extent to which suspended particles with aerodynamic equivalent 
diameters s maller than 50 microns penetrate to the lower respiratory tract 
(tracheo-bronchial airways and alveoli in the lungs). In a regulatory context, PM10 is any 
suspended pa rticulate matter c ollected by  a  certified s ampling dev ice hav ing a  5 0 
percent c ollection e fficiency for par ticles with aer odynamic e quivalent di ameters of 
9.5-10.5 microns and  an m aximum ae rodynamic di ameter c ollection l imit l ess t han 50 
microns. C ollection e fficiencies ar e gr eater than 50 pe rcent for particles w ith 
aerodynamic diameters smaller than 10 microns and less than 50 percent for particles 
with aerodynamic diameters larger than 10 microns. 

PM2.5 ( fine par ticulate m atter): A fractional sampling of suspended particulate matter t hat 
approximates t he ex tent t o w hich s uspended particles w ith aer odynamic e quivalent 
diameters smaller than 6 microns penetrate into the alveoli in the lungs. In a regulatory 
context, PM2.5 is any suspended particulate matter collected by a certified sampling 
device having a 50 percent collection efficiency for particles with aerodynamic equivalent 
diameters o f 2. 0-2.5 m icrons and  an maximum aer odynamic di ameter collection l imit 
less than 6 microns. Collection efficiencies are greater than 50 percent for particles with 
aerodynamic diameters smaller than 2.5 microns and l ess than 50 percent for particles 
with aerodynamic diameters larger than 2.5 microns. 

Precursor: A c ompound or  c ategory o f pol lutant that under goes c hemical r eactions i n the 
atmosphere to produce or catalyze the production of another type of air pollutant. 

Prehistoric: Refers to the per iod wherein American Indian cultural activities took place before 
written records and not yet influenced by contact with nonnative culture(s). 

Programmatic Agreement (PA): A document that details the terms of a formal, legally binding 
agreement between one party and other state and/or federal agencies. A PA establishes 
a process for consultation, review, and compliance with one or more federal laws, most 
often with those federal laws concerning historic preservation. 

Proposed Action. Desert Sunlight Solar Farm Project. 

Protocol Agreement (Protocol): A modified version of  t he N PA, a dapted t o t he uni que 
requirements of managing cultural resources on public lands in California, and is used 
as the primary management guidance for BLM offices in the state. 

 

Q 
Quaternary Age: The most recent of the three periods of the Cenozoic Era in the geologic time 

scale of the ICS. It follows the Tertiary Period, spanning 2.588 ± 0.005 million years ago 
to the present. The Quaternary includes two geologic epochs: the Pleistocene and the 
Holocene Epochs. 

 
R 
Rehabilitation: A management alternative and/or practice which restores landscapes to a 

desired scenic quality. 

Restoration (Cultural R esource): The p rocess o f ac curately r eestablishing the form and  
details of a property or portion of a property together with its setting, as it appeared in a 
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particular period of time. Restoration may involve removing later work that is not in itself 
significant and  replacing missing o riginal w ork. A lso s ee S tabilization ( Cultural 
Resource). 

Riparian: Situated on  or pe rtaining t o t he ban k o f a  river, stream, or  ot her body  o f w ater. 
Normally describes plants of all types that grow rooted in the water table or sub-irrigation 
zone of streams, ponds, and springs. 

Road: A linear route declared a road by the owner, managed for use by low-clearance vehicles 
having four or more wheels, and maintained for regular and continuous use. 

Route: “Routes” represents a group or set of roads, trails, and p rimitive roads that represents 
less than 100 percent of the BLM transportation system. Generically, components of the 
transportation system are described as routes. 

 
S 
Saleable M inerals: Common variety m inerals on t he publ ic l ands, s uch as  s and and  gravel, 

which are used mainly for construction and ar e disposed by sales or special permits to 
local governments. See also Mineral Materials. 

Scale: The proportionate size relationship between an object and the surroundings in which the 
object is placed. 

Scenery: The aggregate of features that give character to a landscape. 

Scenic A rea: An ar ea w hose l andscape c haracter ex hibits a hi gh d egree o f v ariety and  
harmony among the basic elements which results in a pleasant landscape to view. 

Scenic Quality: The relative worth of a landscape from a visual perception point of view. 

Scenic Quality E valuation K ey Fact ors: The seven f actors ( land f orm, vegetation, water, 
color, adjacent scenery, scarcity, and cultural modifications) used to evaluate the scenic 
quality of a landscape. 

Scenic Q uality Ratings: The r elative s cenic q uality ( A, B , or  C ) as signed a  l andscape by  
applying the scenic quality evaluation key factors; scenic quality A being the highest 
rating, B a moderate rating, and C the lowest rating. 

Scenic Values: See Scenic Quality and Scenic Quality Ratings. 

Secretary of  the I nterior: The U .S. D epartment o f t he Interior i s i n c harge o f t he na tion’s 
internal affairs. The Secretary serves on the President’s cabinet and appoints citizens to 
the National Park Foundation board. 

Sedimentary Rocks: Rocks, su ch a s sa ndstone, l imestone, and s hale that are f ormed f rom 
sediments or transported fragments. 

Sensitivity Levels: Measures (e.g., high, medium, and low) of public concern for scenic quality. 

Special Status Species: Federal- or s tate-listed s pecies, c andidate or  proposed species f or 
listing, or  species ot herwise c onsidered s ensitive or  t hreatened by s tate and federal 
agencies. 

State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO): The official within and authorized by each state at 
the request of the Secretary of the Interior to act a s l iaison for t he N ational H istoric 
Preservation Act. Also see National Historic Preservation Act. 

State Implementation Plan (SIP): Legally enforceable plans adopted by states and submitted 
to EPA for approval, which identify t he ac tions and programs t o be unde rtaken by the 
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State and its subdivisions to achieve and maintain national ambient air quality standards 
in a time frame mandated by the Clean Air Act. 

State Water R esources Control Board (SWRCB): Created i n 1967,  joint au thority o f water 
allocation and water quality protection enables the State Water Board to provide 
comprehensive pr otection for C alifornia’s w aters. The m ission o f the ni ne R egional 
Boards is to develop and enforce water quality objectives and implementation plans that 
will best protect the State’s waters, recognizing local differences in climate, topography, 
geology and hydrology. 

Subsurface: Of or pertaining to rock or mineral deposits which generally are found below the 
ground surface. 

Sulfur Dioxide ( SO2): A pungent, colorless, and toxic oxide of sulfur formed primarily by the 
combustion of fossil fuels. It is a respiratory irritant, especially for asthmatics. A criteria 
pollutant i n i ts own r ight, and  a  pr ecursor o f sulfate par ticles and a tmospheric s ulfuric 
acid. 

 

T 
Tertiary: The Tertiary Period marks the beginning of the Cenozoic Era. It began 65 million 

years ago and lasted more than 63 million years, until 1.8 million years ago. The Tertiary 
is made up of 5 epochs: the Paleocene Epoch, the Eocene Epoch, the Oligocene Epoch, 
the Miocene Epoch, and the Pliocene Epoch. 

Texture: The visual manifestations of the interplay of light and shadow created by the variations 
in the surface of an object or landscape. 

Toxic: Poisonous. E xerting an  adv erse phy siological e ffect on  the nor mal functioning o f a n 
organism’s tissues o r o rgans through c hemical or  bi ochemical mechanisms following 
physical contact or absorption. 

Traditional C ultural P roperties: Areas as sociated w ith t he cultural p ractices o r bel iefs o f a 
living community. These sites are rooted in the community’s history and are important in 
maintaining cultural identity. 

Trail: A l inear r oute managed for hum an-powered, stock, o r o ff-highway vehicle forms of 
transportation or  for historical or  her itage values. Trails are not  generally managed for 
use by four-wheel drive or high-clearance vehicles. 

 
U 
Undertaking: Equivalent i n pr esent anal ysis t o “proposed ac tion” and  “proposed p roject.” A n 

undertaking, pur suant t o 36 C FR § 80 0.16(y), “means a p roject, ac tivity, or  p rogram 
funded in whole or in part under  the di rect or indirect j urisdiction o f a Federal agency, 
including those carried out by or on behalf of a Federal agency; those carried out with 
Federal financial assistance; and those requiring a Federal permit, license or approval.” 

 
V 
Vandalism (Cultural Resource): Malicious damage or the unauthorized collecting, excavating, 
or de facing o f c ultural r esources. S ection 6 o f the A rchaeological R esources P rotection A ct 
states that "no per son may ex cavate, remove, da mage, or  o therwise al ter or de face any  
archaeological r esource l ocated on  publ ic l ands o r I ndian l ands…unless s uch ac tivity i s 
pursuant to a permit issued under section 4 of this Act." 
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Variables: Factors influencing visual perception including distance, angle of observation, t ime, 
size or scale, season of the year, light, and atmospheric conditions. 

Variety: The state or quality of being varied and having the absence of monotony or sameness. 

Vehicle Miles T raveled ( VMT): The cumulative amount of vehicle travel within a specified or 
implied geographical area over a given period of time. 

Viewshed: The l andscape t hat c an be di rectly s een under  favorable at mospheric conditions, 
from a  v iewpoint or  a long a  t ransportation corridor. P rotection, r ehabilitation, or  
enhancement is desirable and possible. 

Visual Contrast: See Contrast. 

Visual Quality: See Scenic Quality. 

Visual Resources: The visible physical features on a landscape (e.g., land, water, vegetation, 
animals, structures, and other features). 

Visual Resource Management Classes: Categories assigned to public lands based on scenic 
quality, sensitivity level, and distance zones. There are four classes. Each class has an 
objective which prescribes the amount of change allowed in the characteristic 
landscape. 

Visual Resource Management (VRM): The i nventory and  pl anning ac tions t aken to i dentify 
visual values and to establish objectives for managing those values; and the 
management actions taken to achieve the visual management objectives. 

Visual Values: See Scenic Quality. 

 

W 
Wetlands: Permanently wet or intermittently water-covered areas, such as swamps, marshes, 

bogs, potholes, swales, and glades. 

Wilderness Area: An area formally designated by Congress as part of the National Wilderness 
Preservation S ystem a s de fined i n the Wilderness A ct o f 196 4 ( 78 S tat.891), S ection 
2(c). 

Wilderness Study Area: A roadless area or island that has been inventoried and found to have 
wilderness characteristics as described in section 603 of FLPMA and section 2(c) of the 
Wilderness A ct o f 1964 ( 78 S tat. 89 1). S ource for bot h o f these i s B LM’s I MP and  
Guidelines for Lands Under Wilderness Review (December 1979). 
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